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PREFACE . .

e

) Y . . .
The Sevénteenth ‘Strategy for Peace-Conference continued

THe Stantey Foundation's series of annual meetings dedicatedtoa
re-evaluation of U.S. foreign policy. Eighty-tive participants froma
wide spectrum of disciplines convened to discuss six timely and
important issues within the general theme of “Arms Limitationand
Disarmament.”
o«

The first Conference to Plan a Strategy for Peace was held,.in .
June 1960, to involve lgaders in government and the professions.
throughout the United States in a

The format of this Conference has beeh an infof'mgl off-the- .
-yecord exchange of ideas and opinions. No time has been spentin

seargh for a more enlightened {,
. and forward-looking foreign policy.

presenting or debatint
been ‘exerted to achi
has been evident.

9 prepared papers orpositions. No effort has
eve consensus where difference of opinion ,

\

-

-~

Each group report was prepared by the rapporteur to state the
essence~df discussions. Reports were reviewed: by group .}
participants and finally' revised by the rapporteur reflecting
participantst comments during the reyiew session. As participants
did not review the reports of other groups, the reports do not
necessarily reflect thq views olf all members of the conference.

. . . 4 -
Government officials-taking part in the Conference are in no
way committed to any- position or findings- of the. discussion

14

orqups. _
) Wik ‘, expressed in this report are not necessarily the views of
The Starnley Foundation. < o @

This report is distributed in the hope thatit will stimulate study, _
research and education in the field of foreign relations. We urge
3 that references to, or duplication or distribution of, thecontentSof
] this report b'e given proper acknoWedgemgnt. :

-

"Yhe Stanléy Foundatiop”
" Stanley Buildihg C
Muscatine, lowa 52761, US.A.
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...+ Conference, for the fiffeenth time here at Airlie House. Each prior
. conference has dealt with several issues related toa U.S. foreign policy
better suited to the management of global problems affecting a viable
. - strategy for peace. This year we focus uponthe i§sué/of Arms Limitation
"7 and Di§armament.‘ This emphasis is consistent with, our historical ,
pattern, arms control and disarmament having been one ‘of the
* discussion topics at each prior conference. Undoubtedly the major
contributions of this series of conferences have occurred in the area of )
-~ -grms control. ' . e : (
Concentration here upon args: limitation and disarmanm »
, however, has more than historical justificatiyn. The-time to halt and
| reverse the ever spiralling and widening arms race is long overdue. It is
=~ * sheer madness to allow it ta run on unrestrained, madness whether
-viewed from the standpoint of economics, security or global
cooperation. T .
s Spending $300 billion anpually upon- the world’s nfilitary
) establis}unen@j— over $3 trillion since 1960 — makes no economic
.sepse, with so. many unfunded domestic and glabal needs. Military
exbenditures now rival the aggregate the world community spends for
education, and are nearly twice the expenditures on health and dwarf .
the $15 pillion channeled to’ foreign économic aid and the mere S1 -
) billion to international peacekeeping. Unfortunately, the $300 billion -
. grows due to expanding nuclear afsenals, proliferation of nuclear
+*weapon cppability, new weapons and mounting transfers of
conventional weaposs to developing nations. hat moral justification.

: .- . is theré forsuch ihtense preparation for war whichi all nations avowthey

are deterrined.to avoid. *

: _ Expansion of the arms rage is customarily rationalized as being
essential.to national security. Indeed there can be no other moral or
logical justification. But has the engoing arms race tfuly improved the -

‘A~ . .securlty*of the superpowers, the ,middle powers or the developing,
‘m the validity of this* '

nations? ] believe that we must seriously qu
“dssumpfion. . - .
Do the'superpowers gain security from their ongoing frgntic efforts

. t6 Jeny fach other number one status’in strategic nuclea? deterrence?
Mutual Heterrence, credited with maintdining an uneasy peace of terror

-} ssfor two decades,’is destined to continue for some time. But are not the

. multiplying . levels of overkill, biggeg bdmbs, more sophisticated
delivery systems and far ‘out exotic weaphas as likely to destabilizeasto
-strengthen deterrence? Isn’t enough enough, particularly given the tacit -

N recogrition underlying-detente that the nuclear giants dare not loose
. theif nuclear arsenals upon each other? ' o

1]
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. . The continuing strategic arms race, with its massive commitments of
. money, technology and human ‘resources, expands the opportunities

- for nuclear.crises, if not disaster, due to.accident, systems failure,

I 3

inadvertence or miscalculation. Proliferation of nuclear weapons -

broadens the’ strategic race, undermines the bipolar stalemate and #

multiplies the chances of nuclear crises. . - L

With more and mote arms in the-lands of more and more nations,.,.
the probabilities of controversy escalating into armed conflict ate
drasticaily enlarged. The temptation to use military threat and actionsis’ .
not likely to be generally resisted by governmental leaders Taced with
actual or perceived challenges or threats from without or the need for
diversions from tkoubles within. Neither the maturity of governments
nor the stability of their leaders can be counted upon toact with caution
and prudence. Nor ¢an terrorists possessed of materials for A bombs be
expected tq avoid blackmail and violence.

Such situations become more hazardous when the Soviet Union and
the United States are locked into the high-tehsion relationships of their

_ own drms competition. Moreover the ability of superpotver influenteto -
help resolve conflicts among others diminishes as the political influence
provided by nuclear weapons fades. The world generally seems to better
understand the basict concépt underlying detente than do the
superpowers, i.e. that the superpowers know they dare not use their

- .strategic nuclear weapons. Hence the-credibility of nuclear umbrellas

erodes and nations, presumedly protected by them; are engouraged to

. enla ir arms. . ‘ ’
The \Jeleterious, impact *of the arms race upon international
,* cooperatidg is hazardous to the solution of major global-preblems
confsonting the world community. Besides the maintenance of ,pedce
and security, these problems include: developing péacef® mégns of

:resolving controversy, accelerating economic and s¢cial development,

reforming the world economic older, coping With unfavorable

resource/ population balances and enhancing human rights. Successful
management of thesg problems Calls for the utmost of cooperation
among nations, including willingness to accept mutual restrictions
upon the use of national sovereignity.'C9ncentratiﬁi upon -arqns
undermines cooperation. Real or assumed enemies must be identified.

. Suspicion and antagonisms are generated, often founded upon long--
standing féars, prejudices and hatreds. Moreover, possession of arms
tends to encourage resort to the threat and use ©f force-and other,

* military approaches to resolve controversy and solve problems
. Because the time to halt and reverse the arms race has come, a
change in strategy is needed. Emphasis must be shifted from arms
_control and Mimitation to arms reduction and disarmament. -Arms
~ control“measures "of the last two, decades have stabilized mutual
deterrence and rediiced thelSiobability of use of nuclear weapons. All
who have helped fashion arnis control concepts have contributed to

-
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national secunty But times are changmg Threats to peace and secunty
, are najlonger solely bxpolar A!'ms control alone is no longer adequate
More weapons are not bringing more’ secutity. Arms reductxon -
measures are-called for, fashloned as‘steps to ultimate genéral and
complet¢ dlsarmament ) /
I While all nations share responsibility and have a stake in arms
teduction, the key to br@aklng thé current impasse rests squarely upon
+ the two major nuclear weapon powers, the United States and the Soviet’
.~ fUnion. Until they fulfill commitments to accelerate reduction of nuclear
weapons as spec1ﬁcally stated jn the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
and as inferred in various joint statements, progress will be minimal.
- - Positive actlon by the superpowers, demonstrating tiJeir sincerity to
- .,  feverse the arms'race, could break the logjam. It couldéleso fosteranew
" climate more conducive to negofiating agreements r*reduction of
c nventlonal as well as nucleat weapons, for limiting nuclear
proliferation and for creating of regional weapons free zones. .
How are the Soviet Union and the Umted Statesto be persuaded to' . -
more aggressively pursue arms reduction? What could motivate themto  ~
reverse the arms race in keeping with the, underlying common
. . understanding of detente, fiamely that war between these nuclear glants N
- must be avoided? ‘The basic answer, I believe, is enlightened self intérest -
¥ _economic as well as political — supplemented by mauntin /g publxc
opinion from within and without their countries.

One of the functions of this and similar conferen $is to help
provide such motivation by identifying common se mterests and
influencing public opinion. The topics for our six digcussion groups at
this conference have been chosen because they contribtte tothese ends.

. -Futhermore, earl progress in the area of each topici lsmiucml to halting
and reversmg the arms race and to arms reduction and disarmament.

-

!

MULTILATERAL DESARMAMENT

While the superpowers hold the key to unlocking the bartiers to
nuclear agms reduction, the whole worl has a stake in the process and
must be involved. Effective multilatera] disarmament mechanisms are

. needed to prod the’superpowers and fo deal with pon-proliferation of
A nuclear weapons and reductxon of conventional weapons <, ’
' * A sense of fimpasse, futility/and pessimism now "dominates .
multxlateral disarmament matters both in Genevaatid New York. The
7 madgquacles of current mechanjsms are evident. Agendas of regular
sessions of the General Assendbly are too-crowded for deliberate
consldcratlon ~of disarmament/matters. Whlle the Conference-of the

e current interest in fa 1omng better
™~ ) .
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multilateral mechanisms reflects in part a growing dissatisfaction with
N V. S.and Soviet lea‘dgmhip in disarmament matters. . © C s

@ 2

. Many observers advocate an effective forum, involving all nations

. = . for periodic consideration of disarmament matters — a world

* disarmament conference or special session of the General Assemblyas .

“how proposed for' 1978 — plus a smaller body to negotiate“specific
treati'es - either a new body or a restructured CCD.

The United States has adamantly opposed both a World Disarma-
ment Conference (WDCQ) and a restructuring or replacement of CCD.
Our discussion. group should focus ‘upon- the need for improved

- multilateral mechanisms, the desirable process to obtain them, and the _.

_ - - appropriate U.S. policy regarding them. .
B THE FUTURE OF THE JAEA

Ins;;'ection and verification are inevitably.called for asa part of arms
reduction and disarfnament agreements. The International Atomic”
Energy Agency (IAEA) has, since its founding in 1957, been concerned

ith safeguards for detecting diversion of nuclear materjals for non-
peaceful purposes. Upon the adoption of the Non-Proliferation Treat§,
* the TIAEA assumed further responsibility for developing safeguards.

- The IAEA—has'disqharged these responsibilities well. Its background of

- experience should prove invaluable as the world community acts to
reduce arms and Begin the process of disarmament. - :

. . Vast expansion of nuglear ’programs around the wo raises

questions about the IAEA. Should its role'be enlarged beyond detection

of diversion? Should it undertake functions of control and regulation?

How might the IAEA reldte to regional cooperative effotts in nuclear .

matters including energy and reprocessing centers™ What expansion -

and restructuring is needed for the IAEA of tamorrow? In short, whatis

the IAEA's future regarding inspection and detection related to arms

) seduction and disarmament? o j’;?‘ L

g PO « . LS

- = The compatibility of the TAEA’ other role, the' promotion of
peaceful uses of, atomic energy, also warrants examination. Is there
merit in'separating these promotional and educational roles from those

of inspection and vérificqtion? U.S. actipn sejarating the regulatory
. and operational function} of the olg Atomic Energy Commission is
“+  cited by some as an argument for dividing the IAEA. .

b

“%se  Continued strong support of the IAEA by the United States and
other advanced nuclear nations is crucial to the future of the JAEA. ' .
" How is it to be assured? o
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* SALT: NEGOTIATING PROCESS

Continued and intensified negotiation between the ‘United States
and the Soviet Union are obviously crucial to arms limitation and
-disarmament. How may U.S. .procedures ‘for these important
negotiations be improved? This'is the qliestion posed to our discussion
group. . . .

Executive versus Congressional relations-are ong facet of these
negotiations deserving attention. How should decisions on what to+
negotiate be made? Should not Congress have greater input in order to
provide balance to Pentagon postures and to fatilitate executive’
accountability? ‘ S T

Is the current degree of secrecy surrounding'SALT*fully warranted?

. Qne byprodukt of excessive secrecy is the lessening of the,traditional *

. role of the news media in maintaining a better informed and’ more .

8

ifivolved citizenry: A related factor is the handicapping of efforts of
NGO:s to contribute input on arms limitation matters, an input trat
could be most valuable.

While proposals to improve SALT negotiation must take’ into
account Soviet reactions, we should not be timid in seeking more’
effective approaches. Too much is' at stake. The process needs to be
speeded up and broadened. Continuing advance dialogue on strategic
matters — as distinguished from negotiation — might help. How usefil
are the “hedging” and “bargaining chip” approaches? What greater role
should be given to nongovernmental exchanges and ‘contacts?

The need, in short, is a more effective, active, and rapid negotiating
process if the two superpowgrs are to lead the way inarms reductionand
disarmament and live up”to, the commitments and‘implications of
detente. Until there_ is dramatic change, SALT will remain the lowest

' common denominator of the world community’s efforts to halt and

reverse the arms race. . .

£}

. INT'ERNA'NQNAL PLUTONIUM MANAGEMENT -
Betause plutonium is used to manufacture nuclear_explosives,
growing stocks throughout the world wherever nuclear reactors operate
are a mounting threat-tq_peace and security, Diversion of plutonium
altows nations to make nuclear weapons or so called~peaceful nuclear
explosives (PNEs). Theft by terrorists raises a hortifying specter. The

threat grows greater every day as more and pore reactorsare activated.

Six countries now have expjoded nuclear bbmbs or PNEs; eleven
others reportedly want to develop such capability and one or two may
already have it. The IAEA estimates that the number of reprocessing

" plants abletegonvert spent uraniunato weapons-strength plutonium

will triple to 17 in the next decade. By 1990 reactors in déveloping

EE U
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™ countries alone will be generating annua!ly" sufficient plutonium for
L 3,000 small atomic bombs. ) ' .
Hence, intelligent and.effective plutonium management iscrucial to
arms reductionand disarmament. Guidelines for U.S. policyare urgent.
' The.United States as an advanced nuclear supplier should be supplying
stronger leadersitp. What should be our nuclear export policy? How
can we stimulate adequate cooperation ’amor.lg’the several nuclear ¢
supplier na:zons? Should plutonium be used as fuel in the current
generation of Teactors and if so, how should this use be licensed and
+  controlled? What should be the U.S, posture regarding multinational .

regional nuclear centers? Ahswers are needed to these and related

' questions. . 2 : o

National guidelines_and policies, however, are only the beginnirg -

. because plutonium management is ap international pfoblem. Pending

‘ U.S. decisions will have vital ahd dirett -impact on international
managemeht of plutonium. The supplier nations that must be involved .

have held secret meetings in' London over,the last year and-a half, but

» little is known of the outcome of their discussions. "~ -

% Participation of developing nations is equally important and often

. overlooked. They perceivé nuclear energy as essential to their
development both for the generation of electrical energy and for
“plowshare” type peaceful uses. Unless they are intimately inyolved in

the dialegue shapipg policies for plutonium management, they cannot, .

be expected to cooperate with the nuclear supplier nations.

THE DE-MILITARIZATREN OF OUTER SPACE
. Contrary to the common assumption within the United States, the
. 1967 Outer Space Treaty, ratified by some 70 nations, including the
) United States and the Soviet Union, does not prevent military uses of «
outer space. Although it prohibits placing nuclear weapons in orbit,
boththe superpowers are using outerspaee militarilyand are perfecting -
0 additional hardwarefor this purpose. . .
Outer space remains available for transient ICBMs carrying nuclear '
- weapons. Satellites are used as early warning gystems to detect missile ,
_launchés, as gontrols to improve missile accuracy, for surveillance of
ground troop and missile deployments, and for gathering ~other"
intelligence. Reportedly both superpawers are rushing development of
space, hardware capable of destroying satellites and incoming’missiles,
o\ while in outer space. Space shuttles, having military potential, afe
.scheduled to be operational soon. § . ‘
\ Qbviously consideration of d¢-militarization of outer space is timely
" before this final frontier is irrevocably committed.to military purposes.
. The current-status and the trends of military usage, as well as the
, provisions of the 1967 Treaty, would seem proper points of departure. .
’ \Prgjectiqn into ‘the future should reveal the need for further treaty
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provisions te. halt the arms race in outer space. Consideration of the
appropriate role of the United Nations-and the superpowers could aid
the formulation of fufther U.S. policy regarding outer space.

One caution seems appropriate. Satellite systents for detection of
missile launghes and gathering intelligence have a peaceful purpose too.
They now help stabilize.nuclear deterrence and they can help verify

,performance of futuge arms limjtation and disarmament agreements.
This factor deserves careful consideration informulation of-outer space
policy. , .

~ | WEAPONSLIMITATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST
- . Fora generation the Middle East has been a trouble spot émbroiled

arms and military assistance to the countries of the area has-often -

foreseeable future, whether through a step-by-step approach, a la
Kissinger, gtmultinationa} conference or some other procedure.

> But will such a settlemient bring stability and peace to this trdubled',
area or merely provide another uneasy interlude between wars? Many

_ observers ‘bejieve the answer depends in part upon what arms coritrol
~ and arms limitation agreements-accompany or fqlloyb the settlement.
Can prolonged peace and security prevail with.current programs of .
expanding armaments? Massive transfers of conventional armaments
to the countries of ‘the: Middle. East and nearby Persian Gulf area
continue.. Israel is presumed to have nuclear weapons and otlier
countries are undoubtedly moving toward nuclear weapon capability.
Can a tinder-box be made safe by injecting.the tools of war, however
-balanced? . A . ’
limitation control policies and agreenfents, even though it be a difficult
and complex assignment. Dare reliance be placed on military balance?
If not, what corwentional and nuclear arms agreements are desirable?
Possible? How could they be negatiated? Should they be a part of an
overall settlement? What roles would be appropriate for the United
States, the:Soviet Union, and the ‘United*Nations in negttiating;
implementing and guarantecing agreements? Answers to such questipns
could be ugeful in cooling this hot spot.
, ® . - . '

M .

. o CONCLUSION

. In closing, I voice a mantin"g frustration, and indeed a growing
anger, that'my government continues to. fuel- the mad momentum of the
arms race: We are still over-reacting to the threat of communism. We
réspond too quickly to the alarms sounded by the Pentagon and echoed
by other vested interests of the military-industrial complex. We ate
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in repeated wars and violence interspersed with uneasy armed- truces. '
Direct confrontation between the superpowers engaged Jn supplying -

seemed immingnt. Hopefully a tenuous settlement may ¢volve in the -

Hence the importance of examining the potential for area arm$/~
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swept along by politically jnspired emotional appeals that we must be
number one>We allow those who dare to challenge our military policies
" tobe branded as fuzzy-minded or unpatriotic. o .

‘Such attitudes, matched. by comparable ones in the Soviet Union,

maintain the pressures that keep the arms race going. Step by step, with

. a suspicious eye on each other, these two nuclear giants strive to match, ,
if not outdo; each others weaporiry. And where they lead others seek to
follow with conventichal, if not nuclear, weaporis. )

I waiit the Unised States to be number one — number one in facing '
up'tothe realities of the nuclear age anll the growing interdependence of
both'the nations of the world and the global problems confronting

" them. . Leadership in. such a’ competition must start _with both *
recognitiori.and acceptance of the concept that the use of military power
can no longer be considered acceptable as the ultimaté instrumentof the

foreign policies of major powers. Nor can military power be considered
iable security device for lesser powers: Hence, ff we want to be
r ongrin the race of reality, we must focus upon the devglqginent

nations and their natjonals plus globalinstitutions and mechanisms to*
protect nations from intervention and to assure ndnviolent expression
of their rightstof self-determination.’ ‘ .

Arms reduction now, and later sdbme form of general and complete

. disarmameiit, have a chicken and egg relation to U.S. policy and

programs facing up to the realities of the nuclear age and growing
interdependence. Disarmament progress must parallgl the development
of alternate systems assuring peace and security: the one stimulating the ,
other. Believing, however, that checking and reversing the arms race is
the place to start, I trust that u@rati‘ons here will contribute to
this end. _ - ' N .

Finally, I urge all who share my frustrations and agger to intensify.
your efforts to copvince 6binipn-,shapers§n3 decisiorf-makers that a
thajor’shift in U.S. foreign policy is urgently needed. Achievement of

+ . arms reduction #nd disarmament, and associated alternatives to assure

“peace and security, must become working precepts rather than aJofty ..

~aspiration for the future. Only then will our nation face realities and.;

respond fully™to our heritage. Only then have we a chance to avoid,
. bequeathing to our children and grandchildren zarddus over-armed .
« war-oriented world. Only then will we devise an e strategy for -

-

peace. 7.~

A L
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| e methods to assure international peace and security: This ' »
_ calls fér compylsory means to peacefully resolve controversies between
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*, This ’gri’mp met to 'éonsider the adequacy of multjateral dis-

- .MULTILATERAL |
'DISARMAMENT |-
‘MECHANISMS ™

2]

armament mechanisms and to make suggestions for theirimprovement.
Several ,members pointed out that while the’existing machinery has

‘ -imperfections, it is not glear that different mecharisms would have .

ensured greater progressin the arms control field. Nevertheless, it was
generally considered important to do everything possible to improve
the machinery. There was general concern that the negotiating process
is not able to cope with the rapid pace of the arms race, and the mere

~'tink§ring with the machinery cannot close the gap. .

Five components of the .disarmament mechanism were identified:

(1) information; (2) study; (3) deliberation; (4) \negotiation; an'n.l (5)

- follow-up. Our examination focused on iterhg (3) and (4).

= . MECHANISMS AND OBJECTIVES .

Some members felt that if progress in limiting armaments was less
than satisfactory, it was,due rather to a lack of political will than to the
inadequacy of existing machinery. But whose political will? Is'it that of
thcéeadg:rs of a few major powers oris the problem broader and deeper?
Wifh proper -leadership, public opinion could be aroused, many felt,
and could be translated into Political'will. ¢

-~
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S« 7 Itwasalso suggested that to get at the hea® of these questions one
?"*“w‘k‘ must bear ih mind some of the obstacles that stand in the way of mo
Nthnd pj’oﬁess in disarmament. One obstacle cited was the insufficie
understanding of the'relationship between arms limitation and natio
secCurity: there are many who do not see that the former can be a legiti~
mate tool pof the latter..Other participants pointed to the complexity of

systems, dnd various kinds of asymmetries are present, giving rise to
problembs of comparability- There are numerous technical problems.to:
overcome, of which the problem of verification is just one example.

Evenleaders whoare éager for rapid progress face difficult problemsat
i home’as well’as abroad. s
o .+ . “Some members pointtd out that disarmament mechanisms play
h imgorta&t roles in addition to negotiation. One was an overall
rationalizing and legitimating function where a cenfral mechanism
would act as a Clearinghohse for the activities of the various negotiating
. forums..|Another was an; infomiationtd
. . participating in discussio s and negotiations.
- * The question of the felationship betWeen mechanism and objectivés
was faised.s YVhat was ithe machinery for? Are the objectives clearly
2 defined and widely agrded?; It was suggested that'Torz the limited
2 , objectives which are presently pursued the machinery is perhaps
~ adequate; if the objectives are bfoqdened thennew mechanisms should

-

be seriously considered. \
: T ’ . ) R
o ll_lf:§PEC|AL SESSION
-* "« " The group paid considerable attention to the convening of a Special
av

. Session of the U.N. General Aésembly on disarmament. The idea of a

Conference in Liina, Peru, in August 1975, and was endorsed by the
Fifth Summit Conference of the Non-Aligned States at Colombo;, Sri*
Lanka, Alugust 1976. . . ‘

! likely to;bé convened in 1978. A view was expressed that the convening.,

Disarmament Conference. And it was stressed by several members that _
. evefy effort’should be“thadt so that the Special Session would not .
: simply duplicate what the Genera} Assembly and its First Committee
., are doing in their annual debates on disarmament. :
might include the following items:. :
L. assessment of the current situation, - *
AL \ 2. comsideration of basic principles,. )
~ ", | 3. consideration of a program of action 3pecifying priorities and
1. recommendations, . )

disarmament . issues. Different ‘countries have different weapons

unction for governments -

There was general agreement in the group that a Special Sessionis .

of % Special Session should not prejudice the holding of a World ~ .

Some: members suggested that the agenda for a Special Session -
. 3 'q

Special Session was revived at the Non-Aligned Foreign Minister - -

ot

-
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4. a review of disarmament mechanisms.
The importance of the role of public opinion in disarmament was again
emphasized in the context of the Special Session, and it was suggested.
that this question should be made the fifth item on the agenda.

. Elaborating on the various items of this proposed agenda, the
following suggestions were made: .

.

1. Assessment of the situation should be in.the broadest terms, and
should not be restricted to current activities of existing U.N. dis-
.armament mechanisms. ~ 1 ' )

2. The work on basic guidelines and objectives should take account
of the principles embodied in the McCloy-Zorin agreement of
1961. It should include such considerations as the relationship
between national security and disarmarhent, and balance inarms

- limitation. __ e
-3. It was pointed out that in calling for a program of action th
. Special Session would follow tha example of other recent world
conferences. Preparations for the Special Session should 'give
careful consideration' to the Comprehensive Program for
Disarmament discussed in the General Assembly in 1970.

<

-

N

. suchissues as the convocation of a World Disarmament Confer-
ence (WDC), and the adequacy of the disarmtament mechanisms
for the task they face g .

Not everyone was satisfied with this agenda. There were some who
would like the Special Session to bea genuine forum for concluding and

_endorsing negotiations on such issues- as nuclear testing,a regime of

non-proliferation, the prohibition if indiscriminate weapons, the non-
use of force, and the prohibition of new weapons of mass destruction.
U.S. participants recalled the successful role of the United Statés'at

the Seventh Special Stssion and suggested that the forthcoming session -

offers an opportunity for U.S. initiatives promoting disarmatnent
objectives. It was specifidilly suggested that arms coritrol officials
throughout the government be directed to give planningfor the Special.

"Session” a high priority. Moreover, Congress should requést the

Executive Branch to present possible proposals in time for public
hearings and Congressional recommendations. U.S. non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) and experts, have a Ginique opportunity to
organize their efforts to play a consultative and educational role in
advance of the Special Session, as well as during the Session, with otheK
NGOs. o, , .

It was urged t% intétdepartmental planning should result.in a,
program of selected

~ as nuclear armaments. Finally it-was urged that the U~.S. governmerit

»
«

could create a favorable atmqsphere for both the session and its
aftermath by carrying out practicable unilateral measures.
' A ] - .
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4 In reviewing disarmament mechanisms, théte could be included: '
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easures for the reduction of conventionalas well |
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- Many felt that the pteparanons for tffe § Specxal Session shquld g:ve
due attenuon to the linkage betweén disarmament and development.
They pointed out that reductxons m.the resources being directed into the
-arms race could make possible ,tﬁe allocatian of greater resources to
deal with the urgent prozz:lms of poverty and ccohomxc and social
. development abroad as ‘well ag at home, : - .
There was ‘consensus in”the group on the need for adequate
preparation for* the Spgcial Session.- A U N. preparatory committee
should be established te—work outa cgncrete agenda for the Session,,
The hope,was expressed that the commyttee could focusitsattention on
the substantive preparanons for the ,Session. 'I‘here was some
(disagreement whether majority vote or consensus would be the best way
" of proceeding in the Session.* ’

There were several other suggestlons aimed atA enhancmg the
effecuveness of the Spem%Sessmn and its preparauon. T »
'
1, every effort sﬁould be made inthe preparation, hnd eonduct of the
Sﬁecxal Sessipn to encourage active pammpauonﬂof all states;
. 52, studies should ,be commissioned in advancef of " the ' Sfiecial
*' .y . Session both from the U.N. Segretaiat.and outSide experts, and
# I the Secretanat should: be pttength ed correspondingly; .
3%, 113, there should be an expllcmrole intHe Special Session not only for
- fa 3?!’ ;% NfiOsbutialso for those researchrinstitutions which, by virtue of
5 171 o their expertise and activities in the disarmament ﬁeld ‘could
k3

X
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f 7 Finally, it was generally recogmzed that there was both ?polmcal
nénd psychological difference between the Special Sessionand a WDC,
the former, having more modest objectives. While some members still
, preferred a WDg over a Spec:al Session, the prospects for convening,
--——¢-4hr.£onner urdhe near future, in light of the continuing opposmon of
: two major poWefs Were consxdered at best wﬂcertam :

a}anally contribute to its success.

NEGOTIATING*MACHINERY \Q .
In consxdenng the relationship between machmeﬁ obje eetw

" the question was raised. whether'a single negotxatmg forum is be'st for
. dealing with the nemerous and complex issues and epportunities ‘We
.+ face. There wasa consensus thét while the Conference of the Comm1ttee~¢
on Disarmainent (CCD) was not a perfect mechanism for negotiations,
it has done a useful’ )ob in several areas, it has recently proved to be
relatlvely flexible, and it is capable of adjusting to changing needs. The
CCD embod1§s $6 to speak, the step-by-step approach of negotiatinga
) series of ‘specific arms control measures; bt it was suggested that a
.. .- broader effort toglalt the arms race is needed. <

,lﬁf ‘J % 1 7 | y ,_.' »




. At an earlier stage, the work on, General and Complete
Disarmament (GCD) represented this broader effort. GCD continues

to be the official ultimate goal, but doubt was expressed by some on the !

usefulness of renewed attéipts to draft a single comprehensive GCD

treaty. Rather, it yas felt by, many participants, the international

community should ‘raise its sights from the step-by-step approach,

.attacking our problems on a broad front, and yet in detail — taking up

‘- the task of negotiating practigable, near-term but meaningful

, . limitations and - reductions/ for each of the weapons systems,

deployments; and other elements ahich together miake up the vast,

"dangerous, and wasteful enterprise we call the arms race. -
t

- N
To reflect this approach, it was suggested, we should create a new
., structure of several pegotiating forums, each with a specific; functional
mandate: nuclear arms and weapons-tests, the trade.in conventional -
arms, naval construttion and deployment, chemica] weapons,etc. The
contposition. &f each forum could reflect the direct interest of various
. * . countries in that subjett. . )

‘This proposal could be carried out in at least twodifferent ways. In

. one case the CCD .would be replaced by a cluster of independent .

- P fommég.l;\ltbrnaﬁvcgk:'uncﬁonal sub-groups could be established ¢

. within* the CCD itseif, with an appropriate enlargement of each:

" country’s.deJegation. The view was expressed that the.link between the
General Assembly and the.CCD should-be strengthened. In any case, a, .
cootdinating mechanism will be necessary to integrate and rationalize
thé proposa¥ qupared by the functional forums. N

% * - The desirability of involving Erance and .China in disafifament

* .. work was generally agreed, and the implications of their absence from

_ the..negotiating machiriery were discussed. Varying views were

-

¢

Yoot

e_‘i;‘;mp‘sed;'qq what their participation, if it could be obtained, would -
adcomplish, égpegially in the, near-term; as well'as on how to induce
< - them to participdte. Some thought that the first step in that direction
... 1¢ould be the abolition of the U.S.-Soviet co-chairmanship of the CCD;
_others remiain skeptical on whether this“Was’ the key ‘question, and,
."expressed concern that if pressed too hard the effort todraw in France

and China could be harmful. ) ¥ .

. *

L Limits on the'most dangerous and destructive of all weapons are. .
being negotiated bilaterally in SALT, The suggestion was made thatin -,
future forums there should be consideration of the relations between

_ bilateral negotiations and multilateral disarmament efforts.

~° " There wassome support that disarmament neggitiations can pencﬁ& .
from close relationship to public opinion through NGOs, research - *
institutes, and the press. Jieweed for secrecy should be balanced by the-

] ‘need for information. A consultative relation of NGOs tqdisarmament

;. +  discusfions, if not always negotiations, sh9uld be explored. .

-

-
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. It was ‘observed in connecti‘on’,with Jthe need for negc;tiating
./ - machinery that while negotiated disarmament agreements are essential,
. progress toward disarmamentcdn aJso be made through jnitiatives

taken by individual states:ih the eXpectation of reciprocation, this ’
jonalized through negotiation.

“progress to bé ultimately institutioha
It was urged that the Unitéd Nations.should be kept fully and
regularly informed of all disarmamen} negotiations, and that the United
Nations should from timie to time assess all’discussions, negotiations,
and treaty reviews, perhaps through a revitalized\U.N. Disarmament °
Commission or through periodic Special Session

o
i -

) REGIONAL ARMS CONTROL
. The group considered the possibility of supplementing global
S negotiations with regional ones. This possibility seems to be gaining
. increased atténtion. . .’
: tion. ;o™ L ) -
. . Some participants pointed out that the record on regional arms
. control is not particularly encouraging. Only one significant measure — .
. - the Latin Amelrijln Nuclear Free Zone — has been ksu_coessfully
' negotiated and has gathered wide support. It was suggested that the
situationinarg a/rticularrregionknust be “ripe” and that support from thé’
75 major po??‘} is usually desirable if a regional negotiation is to make
% <+’ real progress. There was concern that regional attempts atarms control \
¢ -';2"'" . might distract from a more inclusive global approach and that the
/77 . cfeation of a regional forum might freeze rather than unlock a situation. -
© .. ~Sopie participants emphasized the great potentials. of the ongoing
“# " Vienna negotiations on force: reductions in Europe, while others
¢ . " differed: It was also pointed out that it would be desirable if certain
.~ 'regional afms races could be “frozen.” = )

P Despite the probiems ‘involved, most argued that fegional arms
.~ limitations could and should be advanced on a pfagmatic basis,
“. . wheféver favorable conditions exist. They maintained that the regional
/. ' and global+approaches should be viewed as complementary, not

tually exclusive, and as potentially reinforcing each ofher.

Provided
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s , © .« INTRODUCTION = . =7 .
The-International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) was established
“. in' 1957-on the initiative of the United States. Its 3¢-member Board of
Govemors, in which there is no veto/ and its budget, are entirely
separate from the United Nations although it makesanannual report to |
N the U.N. General Assembly. 2t present the IAEA has 110 members.
In suggesting the establishment of the IAEA, the United States
hoped to enlist the intef”rfatigyl cégnmunity in furthering the purposes
of the “Atoms for Beace” program¥§n particular, this meant setting up’
an international system to safeguard against the divetsion of nuclear
-~ materials from peaceful to military purposes. This safeghards function
‘{incnmed in importance when the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
:Nuclear Weapons (NPT), signed in 1968, hsstgned to the IAEA the
, function of verifying the obligations of non-nuclear weapon states party '
to -the Treaty not to divert .their peaceful programs to weapons
_production or other nuclear” explosive devices. .
. is_ assignment represents one of the few instances where an’
organization’s functions later used to verify a treaty predated:the treaty
- itself tlg_;e were many benefits from this fact. : :
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Working gradually, overabout 15 years, the IAEA had developed a
", System of safeguards, and, equally important, wide accepgpnce of its
N procedares even thongh they involwed the visits of Agency inspectorsto

- ., hational nuclear facilities and the review of operating records.

Acceptance of this degree.of intrusion on national sovereignty reflects

' the realization by most of the world’s nations of the danger of nuclear

« war. ‘At the end of 1975, the IAEA had safeguards agreements in force

- with 64 states and approved agreements awaiting entry intb force with.
17, some under bilateral arrangements and others undér the NPT.

Today the dangers of nuclearweapons proliferation are so great that

the IAEA, understandably, is the focus of a broad and lively debate

about the adequicy of international eguards. The Agency has been a

. target for both criticism and praise in our assessment of the way it has
¢ ! i und much to criticize, and fhuch to .
. Praise in the context of the Agency’s future, .
At the present tinfe IAEA agrecments cover all but one of the power-
reactorsiand all-but seven of the research reactors — of a type whose ~ *
byproducts could be diverted to weapons — outside the nuclear
¢ weapors statesa Ig addition, fbur small reprocessing plants, .one .

uraniuprénrichment plant,and one fuel-fabrication plant are not -
~ covegtd. These figures, héwever, merely state the problem as it exists

xﬁgvf_ today. Facilities under construction, on ofder, or planned wil} add

+ - immensely to the scope of the'problem. Projections of e.number of -
. facilities? together with the oft-expressed . concern that there are

* v . “loopholés” ';:%en for those Yacjlities now under such regimes, have

-compelled thig review of IAEA’s future.' .
- sIn antalyzilg the"capabilities, both present and.future, of the IAEA
“* with respect to detecting the diversion of nuclear materfals from .

peaceful purposes to use in weapons or other nuglear explosivedevices, . - -

this “report assunfgs that the prevention of the spread of nuclear

» weapons, through tie NPT or through widespfead acceptance of IAEA v
+  safeguards, is an essential step in the ‘interest of world peace. Those
*- sharing this aSsumption, however, point out that the failure of the major
! weapons powers to achievé substantial measures for the cessation of the
nuclear arms race and’relating to nuclear disirmament may be at least

" ™ a$ dangerous an gbstacle, to this objective as dny lack of present or

- future capacity of the IAEA to detect unauthorizeq diverston of nuclear .
materials from-peaceful PUgposes to use in weapons. The focus of the
aTeview, hoWever, is primarily on this latter aspect of the problem. -
. * ~ , - <~ s
. . QUALITY OF SAFEGUARDS -
. The IAEA has a professional. staff of about 460 members,
headquirtered ip,Vienna. Of thest, 100 staff members — including ~
. ,some 70 inspectors — are responsible for checking 6n the signators’
‘compliance with. regulations designed to deter (and hence prevent)

> ;‘ +diversion of special nuclear materials for use in weapons. They operate *

*
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- »under a philosophy that their ability to havextimtly detection of any
e such diversion will deter any such diversion from taking place. -
.. & In judging how effective this program of timely detection has been,
i'\“\%‘ . and will be, we
iy o must gperate.

i\ The first/is that restrictions, imposed in the name of «
% , ‘nafional sovereignty, have inhibited, and cancontinue to jnhibit,JAEA

e

W
‘«?i% inspectors in\ jeir conduct of on-gite surveillange at many r)uclear‘
3% facilities. TheTequirement that inspectors be acceptable to theinspected

)

\’2:}, couptry may make it _possible to_stall an 1ns ection. And the
- ¥ requirement f permission to cross national bounddries, and for that’

. imatter toenter a plant under the contgol of a local guard, makesatruly

v s Msurprise” i pection different in degree, rather than in kind, from a-
ction. Some exfffessed concern that restriction of IAEA '
( “strateg':‘ points” in a safeguarded facility of a NPT
= © Jyation, and i ¢ discreNon of a NPT nation to devise its own fuclear< -

. - :fnaterial bgokkeeping system, also serve to limit the depth and
 gniformity of IAEA inspections'and audits under the NPT. Some of us

L Sec these restrictions as batriers to the effectiveness of a truly global

- ‘safeguards system. . - ‘ -

... .Purely technical difficulties also'stand in thé way. U.S. sourceshave -

% - promises. high assurancé (95%) of detecting diversions of 8kg. of
) plutoniumr of 25 kg. of contained uranium, per facility, per year. Lesser
<o  -Quantities of-diverted material would be detected with a = propor-
o g?;angtejy Yower prabability of detection. Aniounts of this magnitude,
S however, are roughly the quantities needed to'make a “crude” nuclear
2. _.. ‘explosive device, and to some critics at leastthis “High assurance” seems
'inadequate: However, this. may be more than . sufficient to deter a
~ipotential diverter from trying. -0 ce
.. To be sure,no ;afeguards systemcan be completely foolproof,and it
isthe consensus ameng us that thereis no absolute assurancé of IAEA’
success in limiting the " divergjon of nuclear matérials leading to

¢ ¢ proliferation of nuclear weapgns. This fact should, we believe, ‘be
* »  .squarely faced. For-topretend at perfect safeguards are achievableis -

to mislead the publi¢ and disfort the realities of proliferation polities.

g It appca?s likely, however, that “absolute” safeguardsare pot always

.necessary to provide some level of reasonable deterrence  to

unauthorized diversion, although thi€ group felt ill-equipped to assign "
any numerical probabilities to such a success rate. We must also recall

‘that IAEA safeguard‘s\a.re\%:t the only programs in operation which

* ' taken to improve:,’,the quality of IAEA inspectioris/- These include
increasing the efficiency of safeguards we have. These jriclude a n® r-
uniform standards *fairly and consistently applied; including, when
necessary, roundsthe-clock inspection (this doedTot include light-water

.=+ might provide information bout a diversion; there are national means™
v of obtaining information. There are, of course, steps that should be :

must recognize at least two restraints under which it~ —-

>

. indicated, for epamiple, that for. large nuclear facilities inspection . .

~

>
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reactors), easier access and greater physical surveillance at facilities
with speeial vulnerabilities to nuclear-material diversion, such as
natural-uranium, heavy-water reactors, that can be fueled continuously

"without shutdown. It also includes standardized and improved

# accounting methods, and standardized and better seals and monitors*
where access to nuclear materials should' be limited. And it would
include lifting some of the current restrictions on the operations of
cameras or recording devices. Further consideration should also be
given to making publicly available the inspection reports and the

"« _CValuation of accounting reports and material balances.

N In evaluating these international standards we should bear in mind
that there is no appareny technical or scientific reason why IAEA
safeguards techniques could not be significantly improved and .
extended. Thatthey have notbeen improved and extended comes down
to’a matter of political decision on the part of governments concerned.

-, Asone participant putit: “An international agericy can only do what its
members want it to do. It has no authority of its own. If you don't like
what it’s doing then don’t bidme the agency — blame the member

) money and manpower for nuclear development the Agency’s hudger
", and staff s miniscule. :

X - should also bear in mind that IAEA cannot — and does not cleimto —

’ provide: (1) physical protection to nuclear facilities; {2) actual
prevention of diversion or pursuit and reconnaissance ‘thereafter; (3)
L detection of clandestine nuclear activities; and (4) regulation of nuclear

expotts. Also these are certain practical and political limitations on the *
immediate and’ drastic application of sanctions ga?zinst diverters in

.-~ violation of its safeguards. ) .o
% making an overall evaluation of JAEA safe ards that takes all

these considerations into account, perhaps the most honest thing we can
53;; about current IAEA programs and procedures is that, considering -
t@x(ggbjectivqa they are‘generally reliable” and “workable” where they
- §re. applied. The groiip agreed that while accountability and -
L ;!irveillance problems éxist, there is no evidence of any Yiversion for
litary purposes. Some ‘felt that in light of the aforementioned
. ”safeguards problems, the mere fact that no diversion has been disclosed
. . by the IAEA is insufficient assurance that diversions have not, ig fact,
" takeh place. In short, as we will indicate later, both the breadth and *
depth of those operations should be improved if the IAEA is to meet
satisfactorily the tasks ‘that lie ahead. ;

BREADTH OF ARRLICATION OF (AEA SAFEGUARDS
- We tonsidered the breadth of the JAEA safeguards within an*
individual state, in particular whether or not it would be advisable for
states acceptirig these safeguards to place all of their entire nuclear fuel

~—
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states.” Indeed, compared to the. worldwide total expenditures of - -

In evaluating the deterrent cépability of IAEA safeguards, we *
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‘,_f: " cycle activities under Agency regulations. As Director General Eklund

said to the IAEA's Twenticth Session of the Gerteral Conference: It may
be necessary to stipulate “as an.irrevocable condition for the delivery of
nuclear material-gr equipment, that the receivig state accepts IAEA
safeguards on its entire nyclear programme.” - )
.+ Technically it is easier to “balance the books” if all the “pages” are
_open. A safeguard system that covers the entire fuel cycle system of a
» state is easier to-admiinister and more Teliable than one restricted to
¢ particular facilities” . v ‘
" Politically a total-fuel-dycle approach isalso attractive, becauseitis
_ of dubious merit to-be able to 2pply stringent safeguards to some of the
country'smuclear facilities while ignoring others. This also serves as a
source of-discrimination against parties to the NPT who accept

safeguards on all sources of special fissionable materialand all peacoful,

riuclear- activities, while at the same time such materials ar¢ sold to
countries not party to the Treaty under safeguards applying only to the
particular materials being transferred., c
" A method of handling this problem would bg the widespread
adoption. of a policy not to provide nuclear assistance to any non-
fuclear weapon state not party to the-Treaty unless they have agreed to-
* accept IAEA &afeguards on all their peacefyl nuclear programs.
We recognized that such a policy, which seems to be requiréd by the
. spirit of the NPT, may present some problems under the various u.s.
pilateral agreements for nuclear assistance, some of Which appear to be
“pointing in a different direction from the Treaty. We believe, however,
that this problem can be handled, by renegotiation of bilateral

¢ .- agre¢ments or otherwise. .

4

¢~

SO There-has beeh increasing pressure within the U.S. Congress for

ssubstantial U.S. initiatives to upgrade national and international
" measures
.. Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, recently enacted into law, cuts off
aertain U.S. aid for any country exporting or importing the means to
eprich uranium or reprocess spent fuel to extract plutonium unless the
importing country places all of its nuclear facilities under IAEA and

* . agreesto place the facilities under nitltilateral auspiced when available.
+ Because the immediate impact of the bill is on a relatively small number

of countries (perhaps two or three at the présent time), and because of

for non-proliferation. The Symington Amendment to the, .

an elaborate set ‘of provisions

for Presidential, and Congressional

_reactions over whether the restrictions can

be set aside, the worldwide

impact of the bill may not be too great. Yetiti

s usefulas anindication of

)/ U.S. Congressional policy. This concept raises,

the way attitudes in Congress are forming. It appears likely that
additional legislation along this liri€, for non-proliferation policy, will

be considered by the 95th_ﬁo\rfress. .

Practically 411 of our grou wa:é in sympathy with this diregtion in

in the minds-of some

.
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participants, doubt about the standing of the nuclgar weapon state to
insist on’ inspecting'the facilities of non-nyclear weapon states in order
to be sure that they 4re ot being iséd to make weapons while refusing

weapons use. Carried 44 its logical conclusfon this doubt could be met

continuing to turn ol increasing amountsof material for their own
by an agree wers not.to produce nuclear materials for us

zement by all
in weapons. . '\‘\ < o
The participants Weré'sympathetic with this position, but many felt
" thatadoptinga policy that'might result in full I AEA safeguards for non-
WEApon countries was too i portant to hold it up until the adoption of a

to permit inspection of their own facilities on a similar basis and °

5

—

"% ‘treaty on the cessation of production of nuclear matérials for use in * .

for many years. "

-

' POSSIBLE CHANGES IN STRUCTURE

‘. - . ANDFUNCTIONS DEJAEA ~ -
Separate Promotional and Regulatory Functions © = “

.~ Byasizable margin this group rejected for. now the frequently made
praposal to split the IAEA along functional lines, much as the U.Se.
. Atomtic Energy Commission (AEC) had begn splitin 1975into separate

regylatory (NRC-Nuglear Regulatory Commission) and rescarch-an#
promotjon’ *(ERDA-Enquy Reseércl) 80d . Developmen
Administration) bodies, While many members saw ho useful patallel

ween the U.S. experience and the future of IAEA’s cperations, most

nevertheless said that if a functional split should be made in the future,
oneof the new bodies be charged with research and promotion on all-
forms of energy. I addition, a view was raised that a new body to deal -
with alternate energy sources might more fittingly be established within
the United Nations, . :

P by y .

- Assume Responsibility for Physical Security c. 0

. The group considered the Agency’s possible role in physical security
against theft and sabotage, Although-a majority of the group felt that
the IAEA should take no direct res onsibility for the physical security
i- ofany ipstallation or material not itf own, the group did believe that the

U IAEA should have a role in the problem of physical security that could °
+  Tun parallel, to, and perhaps sometimes be a part df, its role in safety

. ,matters. For example, we agreed that the IAEA should continue to
"~ develope, improve, and circulate model physical-security plans and
assist states in implementing them."We also concluded #iat individual

. -~securiy plans should be reviewed and approved pot dnly before the

RS IAE*VCS assistance to a plan but also before; certain preferential

<redit®r financing agreements are made by suc¥public financial insti-

** tutions as the U.S. Export-Import Bank 9r by the World Bank. We
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weapons, and this hag been the subject of negotiation without success
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further suggest concluding an’ infernational convention to/ establis

physical security standards calling for IAEA supervision. -
_ Pravent As Well As Detect > P B
. We were divided on the question of whethtr or not IAEA should -
have a role and effectiveness in the prevention of diversion as well as in*
timely detection. There was, of course, iio disagreement that the IAEA
does not have the power to ‘engage in direct prevention as such, We
discuséed, and some of us disagreed on, the extent that the IAEA could
cause sanctions to be imposed as a result of a diversion that would have
the-effect of preventing diversion. We concluded that the future role of -
¥ . the so-called “suppliers groiip” beags directly on thispolicy alternative.
.+ The possibility was discussed that the suppliers might choose toimpose |- .
.. * their own ecoriojnic.sanctions ds a means of forcing theircustomersto’ « 7
'+ aceept IAEA or more stringent safeguards. Considerable skepticism - -

. “was expressed on this point by many, and some regretted that thepolicy ~ ...
. of secrecy maintained by the suppliers group made effective discussion
of this point impossible. ~ . .-

. Considering actiorr the Agency could take on itsown, it was pointed
outshata finding of a diversion by the Board of Governorsof the IAEA ,
could result in suspending any nuélear aid fromthe IAEA. It would also
result in action by which the IAEA directed any Other Agency mcﬁ:rs .
@ with. whom "the_offender had nuclear arrangements to suspend™®ny
‘.- ~ shipments of huclear materials. We discussed the opinion that therewas .
a legal obligation to comply with this direction, but we could not R

generally agree about whether there would bé* compliance. In . -

- “«cofsidering what sort of sanctions could be applied, the group.:. - -
# concluded that no clear schedule of penalties could practically be
devised in advange. It may be useful, however;to developa pfogressive

scale of possibl’é sanctjons, beginning with the most fundamental and °
operational, such as citing a facility for violation and withholding ,
further technical assistance. From these proced ural’beginnings could-

come an escalating choice of options, ending with a referral to the
Security-Council. We recognized that the final sanction would be (in T
addition to economic measures discussed above) this referral to the ‘ '
Security Counci®. All these steps would require the political wiltof the | |
member states, particularly the Board of Governors,and such political

will bas not as yet been tested. ‘e
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Extending the Agency’s Authority . - e
This Gptiont follows directly from the prior subsection because one
way the IAEA could prevant, as well as detect, diversion is to conduct -
certain nuclear operations. A varjant of this approach could be to, *
-arrange to conduct such operations by a multinational organization
under JAEA direction. This arrangement we believe would make
s . : o .
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. diversion less likely, We divided on ghe question of extending IAEA
* ., actions into'the various sections of the fuel cycle. As to reactors, there
" ‘was no-support for, direct operations by IAEA, and slight support for
" indirect operatiofs in special circumstances through a multinational
facility under Agency direction. We did agree, Kowever, that IAEA ’
operation of ‘spent fuek storage (as authorized by Article XII, sub-
paragraph A-5 of the Statute) is a first and logical step to possible
_involvement in other aspects of the fuel cycle. On other matters, suchas
- chemical reprocessing, our views differed widely. Some members
-+ 7 - thought the IAEA had no direct role in operating reprocessing, a
g majority thought we should adopt 4 “wait-and-see” attitude to such
involvement, and a few thought that direct participation by the Agenﬁ:y/
would be useful in the future. It was our consensus, however, that itis .
", premature to make a decision for the IAEA, in part becai@the
. advisability of reprocessing —from hon-proliferation, safeguards, apd
economic feasons — is still too uncertain. Nevertheless, some thought [

.
S

reprocessing essential, e
“* " We dorconcur that the IAEA should conduct research and
' development on alternative methods for handling and using spent fuel,
e.g. the so-called “tandem fuel cycle” thatre-uses spent fuel from light-
water feactors in heavy-water reactors. The so-called “thorium fuel

cycle” is another candidate for future research and-development; and .
', should be pursued. . ‘
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U.S. SUPPORT FOR IAEA IN FUTURE e,
The Unitéd States, as the founder and a principal participant in
« the IAEA, has special opportunities and obligations tog assist the
Agency(s continued development. . .
- «First, it should take a financial lead/h{a'ssuring that the Agency’s
"~ budget will be adequate — and its sourcés of funding reliable — for the
tasks that licahead. IAEA officials say that present levelsand sources of -
their funding are adequate to meet current needs. But before longthe ~ .-
worldwide expansion of nuclear power — and the iecessary extension
of inspection and other services to more countries and facilities — will .
require drastic increases irf the Agency’s financial resources. JAEA is °
s .now funded by annual assessnyents and voluntary contributions. For
~ the 1980s and beyond many felt new funding mechanisms seem
) necessary, and the group heard proposals for different approaches to
< » this task. For example, an international assessment on nuclear, power
o plants (perhaps one-twentieth of a mill per kilowatt hour) would vastly ‘
7 " increase currently available funds. Using this suggested price, a 1,000- " o
. Mwe plant would provide a revenue of $300,000 a year — one-twentieth , *
. the present total IAEA annual isafeguards budget, which is about $6 - +~
million 3 year, . - ‘ - C
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#e. Another possible source of revenue could be a higher contribution Y
-from the United States and other major powers to help in achieving

puly adequate safeguards., . L - - L
7 Necond, the United States, should take the Itad in sharing its
" téchniea] safeguards capabilities with the IAEA. This can be done two
sways: (1) nting technical assistance money and personnel to. .
NS :éany ‘out the-researchr and development programs that the JAEA
w » considers most essential for improving its safeguard gapabilities, and
=7+~ (2) by sharing with othe nations — through IAEA technical-
- ., information exchange — the lafest techniques and equipment for"
“" .. conducting safeguards activities. In this connection, the United States
.. . could also.give priority to déveloping further such equipment as

. - portable monitoring devices for use by IAEA inspectors.

o R = s & '3 ® . . .

-t . Money, techniques, and improved sensors all may be necessary to °

(- assist*the JAEA in the struggle to prevent the spread of nuclear
+ . \ .weapons. But they are not.enough. What is needed is political will, on |

. the“part of the United States as well as other countries. . >
o Someé members Suggested that-th¢ NPT, verified .by. the IAEA, J

. however. commendable, was not-a bold enough step to prevent .
= proliferation of nuclear weapons because it was not universal and has
- . _no truly effective sanctions behind it. The suggestion was made that.-
~"there should be a universal treaty outlawing the use of nuclear weapons
. ‘and- calling. on all other nations of the world to take immedte
enforcement measures, to the full extent of their power, againstiagy .
 state that did use nuclear weapons. It was further suggested that a -
- 'worldwide coriference be called to consider such a treaty. 1
_ . Many of the participants indicated they would favor a treaty
outlawing the use of nuclear weapons; most of those taking this view—"
indicated they would favar such a treaty only if it permitted the use of )
nuclear weapons in defense against an ameg“%tmck in which a nuclear- .
- weapon state was actively participating. Many also tdok exception to
. the automatic enforcement agtion called for inthe suggestion. .
_Notwithstanding this diffetence, we all believe that the peaceful use
-%" ,.of the atom brihgs with 1t a special moral and' international
humanitariari concern to avoid the ultimate horror of nuclear war, the
~ destruction of civilization as we know it, if not the exterminatjon of -
" mankind. Against this background the narrow concems of national

" sovereignty and financial penury, which may, if we are not watchful,

- stand in the way of helping prevent this catastrophe, are dwarfed to the
“ -iggignificance they deserve. - ) <0
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however, been forthcoming, and the negotiations are stalemated over

S SALT:
*  NEGOTIATING*
- .PROCESS- "

1 e -

o . . v

,1969 the United States and the Soviet Unien

. In" November:

negotiations, SALT\L, resulted in the Antiballistic Missile (ABM)
Treaty which limited\both sides to.two ABM sites and the Interim
Agreement on Offensi s which in effect, placed a five-year freeze
on the aggregate total6f Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) and,
Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile (SLBM) launchersin the United

States and Soviet Uniori. Since May 1972, when these two agreements _

were gigned,'discus_signs have continuied but there have been no further
agfeements on strategic arms, except the Protocol to the ABM Treaty
which teduced the permitted number of ABM 3ites to one each. Th
Vladivostok understanding, reached’in November of 1974, establishe
the guidelines for an agreement to replace the Interin Agreement. The
envisioned new agreemefit would lj t“each'sidét/ogggggrcgate of 2400,

* strategic launchers (which includes ICBM and SLBM launchers and
. heavy bombers); it would also limit each side to no more than 1320-
Jaunghers for missiles equipped with MIRVs (multiple independently

targetable reentry vehicles). This proposed SALT I agreement has not,

v .
.

Abms Limitation Talks (SALT). The first set of ¥

7




ST 2 . .
th*e;qﬁestions of the.inclusion of the Soviet backfire bgmber in their -

é

4
)

e

i m aggregate and the limitation to'be applied to strategic cruise
.- Both sides are committed to_continuing negotiations to limit
“*strategic weapons. While, the priricipal obstacles' to progtess are
... Substantive rather-than procedural, the future of these negotiatiois, .
.-and, indeed, the future of strategic arms control in general will depend
.foa significantextent on the process by which the United States and the _ .
_Soviet Union negatiate with each other in this arca. It was the purpose
. of this discussion group to examine the SALT processas it has operated
in the SALT Tand II negotiations #nd to suggest ways that it might be
ﬁgﬁn&dg a more effective instrument for reaching agreements.

LIV

“4
v -+ ' THESALT PROCESS -

. Inconsidering’the SALT process the group recogﬂizzd that not one
“but three SALT negotiations take place concurrently. InadditionYothe

U.S.-Soviet negotiations, there are. important -and often difficult °

negotiations‘that take place internally in Washington and presumably ’

. Moscow, for it is here that the political consensus is reached which sets
the parametets for the negotiation between the Amerjcans and Soviets. -
In Washington, the current U.S, mechanism for analysis and decision- ~

: making, which includes inter-agency study groups, the Verificatiod -

... Panel, and the National Security Council (NSC) system frames the .2

-.% issues and forces out those positions which have no bureaucratic

,sponsors. In fact, during SALT I, the Verification Panel served toshape -

*'... and focus President Nixon's and then National Security. Adyisof

7" . Kissingsr's thinking about the role of the ABM. Inparticuldr, detailed *

Y analysis of the effects of large scale ABM deployments on both sides on -

strategic - stability apparently helped persuade Nixon to offer to

abandon a.system that he had pefsonali$ invested considerable political -

capital in getting #dopted by the Congress. . .

The negotiations between the Soviets and Americans,in SALT I
took place on two levels: (1) the front channel, formal negotiations '
betweerfthe two delegations and (2) the back channel and summit .
negotiations between Nixon and Kissinger and their Soviet “
counterparts. The back channel negotiations were decisive in reaching
agreement :but the delegations performed an important role in -
exploring issues and tesolving many, drafting agreements and d aling
.. _ with some of the highly technical issues like radar limits. TﬁfU.‘S.

" SALT I delegation appears to have been given less freedom toengage .
" <in exploratory discussions than the SALT I delegation. L S
. The'SALT 1 and II negotiatjons have been conducted in secyet:

z.'  Strategic arms had a great mystique about them at the beginning .of

SALT Iand neither side was ready to disclose much inférmationabout

i them. Furthermore, it was felt that private negotiations would prove
A F “© . N . s * :
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-+ Some drgued that

& -~negotiations should_be made more publi¢ “Most agreed that more

22

""" more capstructive because there would be less incentive to let jolemics

_ “enter into the discussion. However, even if the public and the Congress
*_‘Were givén information about some issues, they were not given
information about the options censidered by the President in resolving
those issues and clearly did not participate in that decision-making

o Process. Advocates of greater public information about SALT point to
the lack of clear and complete disclosure of the nature of the U.S.-

' Soviet MIRYV-ban proposals in early'and mid-1970 and the state of the:

negotiations on a MIRV-banat that timeas an instance in which greater

. informatidn could have broadened patticipation in the process and
could have changed the results. .

While’most concede that this tight secrecy existed at the beginning

of SALT I, some argue that the process opened up later and that in the
1972-74 period the broad outlines of what was under negotiation were

- known. All recognized, however, that the administration has not made
comprehensive statements on U.S. proposalsin SALT Iand I, and that -
it is only by sifting through the sometimes erroneous and sometimes
accuraté ‘material in the press and journals that one can discern some
idea of U.S. and Soviet positions. ; EY

4

T . EVALUATION AND SUGGESTIONS - Lo
There were differing'assessmé‘nts- of the adequacy of the present
SALT process. While no one felt that it was perfect, some did feel that
the proceSs was basically’ satisfactory, needing only minor changes.
Those who defended the present process considered it important not to™
¢ sblame the lack of ZIS,,ALT II treaty on the SALT negotiating process.
e NSC system was successful in framing the issues
for decisions by the President but that the decisions at the top were not |
" forthcomipg. ’ .
\The group differed sharply over the extent o which the SALT

1

openness was desirable in order to brgaden public understanding of and
participation in'the SALT pgocess. There was no consensus bn ‘the
degree of publicity desirgble. Some maintained that the basic proposals
of the U.S. government should, within a reasonable period of time, be
made available to the Congress and the public, and that the specific .
Soviet proposals and counterproposals should be discussed with the
appropriate Congressional committees on a regular basis. On the other
.side, the majority ofi-the members seemed to feel that it would be a
mistake to make U.S. propodals, as opposed to general' U.S. goals,
= public. Others argued that,it was much more difficuit to change

negaqtiating positions that had been officially e¥fablished in public, and,

in particular, that it was much easier t3 get “toughér” in the public
- domain than “softer.” The proponents-of disclosure,.of negotiating ..

proposals rejected these arguments; they cited examples of ;‘)ublic‘

31 -

)

%

-~




R N oot , .

-

s+ ANPT), which were successful and asserted that the benefits to arms: ¥
.~ control ind the democgatic pracess of public participation inimportant
_.government Helision-making. far out:weighed whatever inflexibility
..~ .A.related issue-concerns ‘the extent to which U.S, verificafio
%« . capabilities should be made public. Recent sharges of Soviet cheating
%.. . onSALT I have created some public uneasiness about our ability to
- - ensure Soviet compWarnce. Although the intelligence community tends
5 .-.to resist disclosing any informatjon about our “hational technical

* . means of verification,” many urged that more information (including

" _satellite photogtaphs) cduld be madé ‘public without compromising
.+ . necessary capabilities, and that more disclosure about verification
s ..-capabilities and compliance issues was necessary .to.recapt; g public
- confidente—irour verification abilitiestand the SALT proZSs itself.

.. Several’members did indicate, however, that they believed that the
' public, would be surprised not by the extent but rather the limits of gur
capabilities, due. to the rather extravagant technical claims that have
peen made in the last fouT yeats about reconnaissance satellites. It das -
further acknowledged thdt while one’might want to publicize more
compliance information, one should be sensitivato the need to preserve
- appropriate confidentiality of the meetings* of the Standing
... Consultative Commission (SCG), which is charged with overseeing the
continued ‘compliance with the SALT I agreements to encourage the
Sovjets to be fortlicoming infh¢ SCC withevidence to allay our fears of
violations. Even so,at least one member of the group considered secrécy
in the SALT negotiations more imiportant than secresy in the ScC.
. There was also' disagreement about the role of the: Congress in
SALT, and, in. particular, the amount of information given the
Congress by the Executive. There was general agreement that the

shortcomings on the part of the Exeditive Branch or on the part of the
Congress. Most, however, felt that members of Congréss shoyld not be
on the'U.S. delegation.. Sy . i

- Although- the group agreed-that the NSC system had, functioned’
' teasonably well, at least one member felt that the head of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, (ACDA) was’ not given due

. (deference %in the NSC arms, control policy making_process. He -
.. maintained that the Arms Gontrol and Disarmament Act, which thade
: . the Director of ACDA-the principal advisor to the President and
et ecretary of State on ‘arms control and disarmament'policy, was
intended by the Congress to give the head of ACDA a special voice in
. arms coritrol- mattérs and that the present NSC system was hot
.. consistent "with that inteyt: Otfitrs disagreed, asserting that the
. Congress could not Yorce the Presidgxt to aceept anyone’s advice and

. -
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. hegotiations, like those concerning the Non-Proliferation Treaty» -

i . Congress is.not.adequately informed on SALT-related issues. There
-, . was disagreethent about the extent to which this_was due td -

__sych publicity might interject into the bargaining process. R
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. that thie head of ACDA could fiow and indeed did niow report diréctly to
.. thePrésident. All acknowledged that the head of ACDA does not have
.~ - the powereto initiate inter-agency studies, unless authorized by the
...~ 'NSC:Soimedelieved he should have that authority; others considered.
y that a %i;opc “restraint on ACDA’s power over pt\liér government
agencies® actjGties. . N

" Most members felt that Henry Kissinger had been given so many
roles to play Jn U.S. foreign policy that the SALT process sometimes

R
R

v

3 suffered. While it was acknowledged that the President’s nationa
i * security advisor should play a central role in the SALT process, the

consensus was that this advisor should notalso be the chief presidential
negotiator. Such a dual role not only causes delays in decision-making -
B due to the significant time sucha presidential emissary spends out of the ,
"  country, butit also can lead to only periodic and'spotadic exploration

“L of the issues. Furthermore, since negotiators sometime tend to become
T mor¢ concerned with getting agreement than with substance, it was y
%7+ copsidered wise not to have the.person who is senior advisor and .4
coor@inatqr\on substance also do/the detailed negotiations. T
i’ " The group agréed that hi eAliber negotiators are very important to
“* " ".the success of SALT neggtiétions. Negotiators must be competent to

_~— address issues which
SALT agreement.
flexibility to be gi
the negotiato

¢ highly techni

but critical to a workable _
ere was disa

ent about the- extent of
fen negotiators, ho r. While no one argued that
should make generallicy, some did feel that they
owed to explore more extensively alternatives with the
nd should be encouraged to make more recommendations to
cision-makers in Washington. It was acknowledged, however,
. shat the success of such an exploration on the delegate level was jn part .
determined by the degree of flexibility given the Soviet negotiators. *
While recognizing that further restrictions on the negotiating power of
delegates caused delays and pérhaps: missed. opportunities in arms
limitation, some members maintained that this was at times inevitable -
because of the need to integrate arms control p@sitions- with other
domestic and foreign policies. - ) ¢
The .current SALT delegation includes top-level representatives,
with their own staffs, frem several agencies. This system emphasizes
; each merhber’s agency affiliation and tends to slow down negotiations
5. ¢ and to-contribute to the administration’s emphasis on the less cum- :
__bersome back channel. Howeyer, it does make it easier to get domestic
vy ptance of the SALT agreements once they are negotiated.
- e groupseemed. generally to agree that Meally the head of the
delegation should be a person of high statube, personal career &
. flexibility, and political clout, with a close relafidpship- with the ¢~
o President agd with members of Congress. Some conside: ost career
civil servant\and foreign service officers:mnlikely go have this type of
political staturq\and maneuverability; others maintained that these

Ve
. e =

f 33

/)




"

. ‘appropriatin

. should agree on,

. however, the diffitulty of
... significant ambunt of m

., §.

. .groups often have the greatest expertise and should not beruled gutasa '
Can - /8TQUP. .
.. In terms of bargaining tactics, the group agreed that bargaining

chips and “hedging” authorizations were a part of the present SALT
process but were unable to agree on suitable and workable substitutes:

" .'No one had gaych Confidence in the possibilities of unilateralrestraintas. _

.‘an effective \bafgaining technique. Some did argue that instead of
oney to systems and beginning tobuild therh in drder to
create.a bargatping chip to then negotiate away (as was done with the
. safeguard site i, Grand Forks in SALT I), the Congress and Presideflt -
.contingent authorizations which would be fised for new
weapons systenjs only if the two sides wére dnable to reach a suitable
arms limitation agreement. Some doubted the credi ility " of this
technique and the likelihood that the Congress-would give’ such
contingent power to the President after pushing to get the:
authorization, albeit contiggent, through the Congress. All recognized, <
ping a weapons system once it achieveda *:
tum in the research and development

$Process . s
Finally; the group agreed the SALT process could bnly work if
there were strong_ presidential leadership. Because varying groups are
likely to oppose particular arms control measures, the President must
not insist on total consensus; instead fie or she must be wi to
overrule the agéncies when necessaty. Ids true that there are linity to- |
the President’s liberty to alienate certain powerful groups which have  *

~ strong advocatesiin Congress, butit was argued that the President could

do more in arms control by being.more bold and more willing to
cultivate-his or her own powerful constituency in the Congress and the
gerieral public. ) . . * .
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- INTERNATIONAL}
. PLUTONIUM

" MANAGEMENT AND:

‘NON-PROLIFERATION

.- STRATEGY

. ca oy o
. INTRODUCTION -

Until recently, the principal focus of U.S. non-proliferation strategy
'has been the negotiation, ratification and implementation of the reaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons{NPT) which ¢ntered
into force in 1970 and now has grown to include almost 100 rations;”

Since 1973, however, new elements, compléxities and chal enges
ha\yg: been injected into the non-proljferation scene which serve to défine
:and to sharpen the*plutonium management issues resolved in the
néxt 20 years. The surging price of ojl;Tollowing the Middle East war of

1973 and OPEC’s substanfial control of the market highlighted the .

limited extent of the world’s'oil resources. It convinced manyadvanced
and developing countries, including the oil produges, that they had
essenitially 70 option other than 1q concentrate on nuclear power. Asa
result; it is virtually certain that by the niid-1980s-there will be an
accumulation of vast amounts of spent fuel produced by nuclear power
reactors in many parts of the world. From this “spent fuel” it is possible
to recover plutonium, which then can be used either for nuclear power _
or to produce nuclear explosive devices,
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o The reality of this danger was highlighted by the second ° -
o, rdevelopment — the Indian nuclear explosion of May 1974, which .
provided.a dramatic demonstration that the development of nuclear
' power with only parfially safeguarded facilities gives anycountry which , ,
. possesses a reprocessing plant a derivative nuclear weapons option. .- ’
The third.development of the 1970s was the maturing of miclear *
power in the advanced counfries, particularly in Western Europe, @nd ]
the development of a lively competition in power reactors, reactor *
components, and other nuclear.facilities, and in all probability, by the
carly 1980s, in enriched uranium. At one stage there were . 3
apprehensions: that commercial-competition among suppliers might” - /
result in a refaxation of safeguard requirements. Another development
of the growing competitive market has been a tendency to make
available the sale of a nuclgar power plant — the niost cqstly component .
*— with the sale of fuel cycle facilities, particularly reprocessing plants,
which make it possible to separate plutonium into a form fisable in the
manufacture of nuclear explosives. ‘ s .o
In the past two yeats it has become apparent thag inaddition tothe <
NPT, a “second trackl is' needed to take care particularly of the -
nonmembership of France (a current supplier) and of the non-NPT .
. countries developing nuclear power, such as-Argentina 3nd Brazil, -
“India #nd Pakistan, Israel and Egypt, South Africa, and Spain, As a
result of this situation, there are gaps in the non-weaponscommitments
and the safeguards coverage of the NPT .regime. While specific
equipment and materials acquired by the non-NPT state#from member - |
states are subject to Initérnational Atomic Energy Agéncy“(JAEA) .
- safeguards, those that are indigenously constructed, or received fronfa . "«
non-NPT supplier state, may not be safeguagded. < .
In an effort to reduce these.gaps in safeguard coverage and to
. control access to plutonium and highly enriched uranium, the United ~ *
- States has undertaken fo develop a common front among the principal » :
supplier nations concerning the safeguards and Testriétions to be 4
applied to all international transactions. e B
These developments have led 'ta increasing concern in the U.S. .
Congress and to a basic reexamination in the Executive Branch of
- nuclear exportpolicies. Extensive hearings have been held and recent -
. _legislation enacted to establish more rigorous policies and corgrolson ~ ~ *
¥ the export of riiiclear techndlogy. Meanwhile, the United Statey is at a
“eritical stage of decision in terms of its own power requirementy. The
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quéstion is now before the Nuclear'Regulatory Commission whether to o
license reprocessing and plutonium recycle for widespread commercial ? -
use in current light-water reactors. This has proved to be a highly ‘ ..
~ "controversial issue both within and withcut the government. N

. Although"this group dealt heavily with the technology of nuclear *
proliferation, the climate of insecyrity that nurtures such weapon

‘ capabilities also includes fundamental military, political, and économic °

. ;qgucsﬁons. T v .
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- “This group focused on the following: subjects: the NRET regime;
. safeguards and the supplier conferences; the “adequacy of IAEA
“safeguards; multinational fuel genters and theIAEA role in fuel cycle

management; dpmestic récycle; and Congressionallegislatich. Despite

‘thi§ focus,*we, recognize the fundamental military, political, and
*_economic questions that create a climate of insecurity which nurtures

such weapon capabilities. : o

o

&

I

THE NPT AND INTERNATIONAL CONTROL

In order to secure agreement concerning plutonium management, -
the group agreed, thesupplier states mustappreciate the grievances, the
sense of discrimination, and the expectations of thé non-nuclear
weapon states (NNWS) under the NPT regime and seriouslyattempt to
find remedies for them. For example, states beyond the NPT regime can

t still import nuclear power equipment and materials without accepting

* ‘obligations incumbent upon NPT parties. There should be greater

benefits for NPT members than for non-members. At least the NPT

- contains a commitment and offers NNWS parties protection against

domestic influences for a nuclear weapon capability while,
¢oncurpently, reassuring neighbors of a state’s peaceful intentions.

However, the possible risks of withdrawal from the Treaty should be
given greater recognition and “penalties for violations should be
strengthened. For their part, NNWS signatories argue that those
suppliers which arealso parties to the Treaty have weakened it by failing

+in their own obligations (i.e., vertical.arms control, technological
dssistance, etc.). . \

For, the sake of sovereignty and potential economic benefit, many
NNWS are eager to maintain all developmental options. Earlier
shortcomings in U.S. fuel supply have given such states sufficient
reason for sensitivity. It wasargued that their competition for advanced

" nuclear capabilities portends not so much regional military rivalries as
it does NNWS fear that technological inferiority, will only encourage
further discrimination in their dealings with nuclear weapon powers.

It is US. policy to oppose the transfer of both enrichment and
reprocessing technologies since both,imply a weapon potential. The
curfent type of nuclear power reactors can be commercially exported
and operated with or without the reprocessing of fueland the recycle of
plutonium. The emphasis on reprocessing for fuel supply cannot be a
significapt part of the reason for acquiring such a capability since
reprocessing would only satisfy at most twenty“percent of a state’s
nuclear fuel néedg. But there remain too many divergent views onw
energy independen onomic benefits, and the future of technology

_*  for NNWS t0 base their degisions on current calculations, according to-

#" 7 some discussants. - ) o )
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.- SAFEQUARDS AND THE SUPPLIER CONFERENCES

In the area of safeguards, substantial progress has been made at the
supplier conferences to ¢liminate competition among suppliers to be B
applied to individual transactions with importing nations. Moreover,

_ these JAEA safeguards have been strengthened in several respects, in-
tluding: (1) the requirement of gpecific assurances that expor{s to a -
non-NPT country are not used to make fuclear explosives for any
purpose, peadeful or not, asis currently the case with NPT members; 2

. that the importer has adequate physical security for those facilities and
materials; (3) that the same safeguards will be required by the
_impotting country on any re-export of these facilities and materials;
and, finally,(4) that safeguards would beextended to any replication of

-, sensitive facilities -using important technology involved  in the

transaction. ™ ; S -
ss« Despite this progress in safeguards and the establishment of some

"commen restrictions on the transfer of sensitive technologies, some

discussants saw a need for tougher restraints on reprodcessing and the

export of sensitive facilities. Some legislative skepticism was expressed

i..-- over the adequacy ‘of these achievements of and prospects for further

progress. - et . .

However, the cooperation of user nations and their acceptance of

" supplier restrictions will ultimately be essential'to ensure the success of
.the .non-proliferatiorr_regime. It is generally recognized that any

* attempts to proceed on a confrontation basis with the other suppliers
‘would probably fail. (Since non¢ of the suppliers réceive U.S. military
or economiic aid, recent proposals of enforcing U.S. policies through
‘their curtailmerit in fact only apply to the user nations.)

These above points are important steps to fill some of the gaps in
coverage produced by thefact that not all suppliers and not all receiving
countries are NPT members. But the fact still remains that. NPT

ountries. have safeguards on all their facilities, constructed
ndigenously, or with outside assistance. The same is not true of non-
PT membeys.-/ ' : ) -

One possible remedy is a’suppliers agreement to condition transfers

» of fugl, equipment and technology to non-NPT countries on their
acceptance of IAEA safeguards on all their facilities, indigenous or

“acquired with outside assistance (the so-called “poor'man’s NPT” —
accepting the full range of safeguards, but withodt-a formal non-
weapons commitment under the NPT). It is understood that thé IAEA
is prepared to consider measures to implement such an approach, if
adopted by supplier countries. . ‘.

The IAEA capabilities to guard adequately reprocessing plants was
‘considered. The group concluded that givena combination of methods,
particularly physical presence, reprocessing plants can be safeguarded
in terms, of providing prompt detection of diversion. However, even if
detection is prompt the time scale between diversion and weapon

\‘., . /
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-“ "¢ acquisition could be very short, even though tome thought itan unlikely

ot eventuality. We are more concerned with thf greater spreat of outright
termination of JAEA agreements. Ultimately, the effectiveness of
safeguarding depends op the measures that are taken after detection:.

' Ihcr/g are no precedents for action once a violation is detected. ’

SANCTIONS

- Although no sanctions are provided for the NPT, they-can in fact
v be applied by both the IAEA and by individual supplier states. The U.S.
Secretary of State recently noted that “any violator of IAEA safeguards
must face immediate and drastic penalties.” What does this imply or s it
best to leave the consequences deliberately vague? Termination of the
violator’s fuel supply \woul}:l be an obvious first step, should the supplier
states be in agreement. This could combine with IAEA procedures (i.e., -
-~ expulsion, report to security council, etc.) to create a multilayéred\
‘deterrence system. A violator is risking far more than the loss of one
contract when confronted by suppliers enforcing sanctionsthrough the
IAEA. Thg group believed that although we should go further in
., Shaping the sanctions imposed by the supplier states, once this practice
is combined ‘with the IAEA, 'the deterrent value is significant. It was
gnized, however, that there could be severe disagreement over
precisely what constitiites a yiolation.

)

WMULTINATIONAL FUEL CYCLE CENTERS g
AND THE ROLE OF THE IAEA

In the search for alternatives to the development of premature and
dangerous national reprocessing™ plants several concepts were
‘examined, desighed to reduce the motivation for ‘nations to acquire
national facilities of their own. One of these — the protision of
centralized reprocessing services within supplier territory was only -
e briefly examined by the group, except in the context of the domestic
——  issue of plutonium recycle, considered hereafter, where thtre were
-, substantial differences of opinion. '

More attention was given to the concept of multinational fuel cycle
~ . centers, first proposed by the United States in 1974 dgapalternative to
.<  national reprocessing plants and as a reinforcemient of IAEA

safeguards. It is currently the subject of a feasibility study by the IAEA.

Without prej udicir\lg the findings of the IAEA, the.group expressed
- * some skepticism as to the balance of advantages and disadvantages of.

such centers in plutonivyn management and in proliferation termss
T There was little doulit that the concept of providing a few large
‘.~ . plants to 'store, reprocess, and fabricate plutonium fyel for recycle
would reduce the worldwide access to nuclear explosive material in
N national plants. It had logical economic and technoldgical justifications
as an dlternative to uneconomic and premature reprocessing plants. It

. .
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. .. . ’
had. the physical advantages of eo-lbcated facilities. K simplified the R
safeguards assignments of the IAEA in a few large plants rather thgn o
many small ones. Because of its. multinational nature, the risk of
national takeover and diversion of plutonium was reduced, and the
safeguards and security of the plant would be enhanced with other
nations as monitors of national behavior.

In practice, however, a number of-drawbacks were notegd. What
nations would agree on a multinational venture? Where would itbe . _
located? Designed asgn alternative to premature national reprocessing
would it instead a&lemte premature interest in reprocessing and
plutoniurh separation which would otherwise not exist?

Furthermore, considerable skepticism, if not outright opposition, to
multinational fuel centersoby some of the principal suppliers was
observed; with an imndediate market for nation% reprocessing plants,

,  and by some of the Third World countries who dislike the complicated

_nature of such centersand areconcerned about the possible domination

of such centers by the supplier countries engaged in enterprise. -+ ,
Accordingly, there was considerable support for a very modest
initial approach by the IAEA to this venture, ‘perhaps by a proposal for
spent fuel storage facilities as the first step. This would leave open, for
evolutionary development, the question whether these centers should
graw into full fuel cycle facilities, with co-located reprocessing plants,
. fuél fabrication, and waste disposal facilities. Meanwhile, a major effort
* shouldde made to devise genuinelyeffective international controls over
asuch centers. i
r~ « Currently, study is being-given to- the possibility of utilizing'the N
hitherto unused authority of the TAEA, (under sections 12(a) (Sg of its
statute), to establish IAEA repositories for the storage either of spent
fuel, befare reprocessing, or of plutoniym, after repro’fcegsing. The .
prevailing view is that attention should be given first to $pent fuel
~ repositories, and that IAEA plutonium storage should be a part of the
. .. - evolutiongry development of co-located multinational fuel centers, at as
i 3 later’ date, because of the extreme sensitivity of transporting and
safeguarding the separated plutonium. - .

AnTnterim possibility might be to make use of this authority of the
IAEAt existing Teprocessing plants in the advanced countriesand to
give the""vAgericy the special responsibility of establishing secureand
safeguarded repositories at the'site'of the plant, pending mixed oxide
fuel fabrication. " . - < Ia M

A

»

+". _—DOMESTIC — PLUTONIUM RECYGLE

There was extensive diﬁ;ussion of the controversial issue,of whether
to license reprocessing and plutonium recyclzwﬁstriaﬁ)se in the %35,
United States. In domegsYic terms, there uhceRaint ¥n projectingthe™ ™
balance between fuel value of recovered matefial@gnd the mounting
reprocessing costs. These uncertaintie$ involve the future costs of.

- »
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° . uranium, and enrichment services, capital costs, waste disposal costs,

. and the mode of operating the reactors and the recycle of plutonium to

" them. In whatever case, ahy fuel cycle savings will be a very small
fraction of the total cost of generating nuclear power.

) A 'strong industry view is that the commercial deyelopment of .the
breeder depends on the recycle and reprocessing of pluggnum and that
such development is the most compelling reason for reprocessing. This
vxew states that the prompt demonstratiork of the viability of

8 ‘reprocessing is necessary to the commercial viability of the breeder. A

~« further industry view is that reprocessing is intégral to current plans for

: radioactive waste disposal.

Others argue that the problem of waste.manage ment may be better
met by foregoing rcprocessmg and permanently disposing of spent fuel,

- or by defernng reprocessing’and temporarily storing spent fuel.

oration and_the enlargement of enrichment capacity and the
storage of spent Tuel in retrievable form could extend the commercial
life of currént reactors for several decades until the commercial
feasibility of breeder reactors is demonstrated. Fin lly there is
disagreement -over the severity of unresolved environmental,
+ * - technological, safeguards and sccumy problams involved in the
-, plutoniusf cycle. :

The decision, however, may ldtlmatcly depend on international
considerations and on fortifying the U.N. non-proliferation objective of s
discouraging mdespmd acquisition of nanonal'reprocessmg plants.
Here, a central problem is howto convince user nations thatindigenous
reproceSsxng i¥notan economxcally viable feature of a national nuclear
program’ A
" .Some think that the provision of reprocessing services by the
sup lier countries — through large scale plants, perhaps of a.

multinational nature which would be supplied when the commerical
need for such services became clear — would reduce the incentives to
acquire small, unéconomic but dangerous national reprocessing plants.

. commercial reprocessing {with the possxble exceptionof a govemmem
T e demonstration pllm about which views are varied) until required for
" the commerical tise of the: breeder reactor, would do more than
,  anything else to convince user nations that they can fully meet their

- nuclear power needs without acquiring reprocessing plants. At-that
/poxm, it would be far easier for the supplier countries to take the
position that the acquisition of national reprocessing plants by Third

_ World countries-has no current peaceftll nuclear power justification,

* "that restrictions oh the sale of reprocessing plants, is therefore not
, ducmmnatory, but rather is justiffed by the non;proliferation objective
> of preventmg the accumulation of nuclear explosive: matenals all I over
- the WOrld . ool
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©. " Others consider that the impact of the U.S.-decision to defer .
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ere is dxsagreemem as to whether the encouragemem of uranium -
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"+ .. DOMESTIC — CONGRESSIONAL ACTION

L Proliferation issues have been of i increasing concern to the Congress
K and have lead to a number of initiatives’ duripg the past session of the
" Congress, -
‘ Measures approved included Senator Symington’s amendment to
the ¥Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and S. Res. 221 sponsored by
] Senator Pastore and others.

R One_comprehensive initiative, S. 1439, introduced by Senators
Percy, Ribicoff and Glenn, was under active consideration in amended
form when the clock ran out on the past session.

. Against this background, the group believes it is reasonable to
expect a namber of initiatives in the new Congress.

These proposals will be spurrell by a belief, apparently widely held
in the Congress, that the United States acting on its own ina leadership
role and with other suppher nations can achieve souiid and acceptable

?gls on nuclear transfer which will constrain the proliferation of

r explogive devicés. .
ndoubtedly, new initiatives can be expected from the Executive
Branch. In order that new controls are imposed without jeopardizing
the U.S. position as a reliable Suppher, it is necessary that there be the
fullest possible consideration of the issues including the legitimate
concerns of other supphers and reclplents leading to efforts which are
i positive and cooperative. Positive results in negotiations with supphers -
g would reassure Congress and help give dlrcctlon to any further
B / . Initiatives, 3
Some of the réquirements expected to be considered include: - s
(1) TAEA safeguards on all facilities;
(2) Non-explosion pledge; "
+{(3) Strict controls on any rcproccssmg, ennbhmem and
.- " stockpiling;
: (4) Restrictions on the transfer of enrichment and reprocessmg
materials, equipment, and technology;: ,
)] Retransfer only under strict criteria. ’ -
%ugher criteria may be spelled out as goals to be sought in dis-
cussions with other suppliers.
Whether these requu-ements arc pursued by Congress or the
Executlve Branch, we believe it important that incentlves be coupled
with restrictions. There should be rewards fof*those recipient nations *
willing to take steps which reassure supplying nations that nuclear
explesions will be foregone. Incentives might include preferential
treatment in the supporf, of nuclear power programs, simplified and
_ reliable licensing prooedurcs, a re-opening-of the order book for fuel
,  contracts, and possible security arrangements which would reduce risks
. oecasloned by a decision to forego nuclear weapons.
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: THE
. DE-MILITARIZATION
OF OUTER SPACE |

A .
. The group arrived at a series of conculsions, some of them .
observations of a general character and some of them specific

recommendationis. Those conclusions will first be presented, after

which the discussion on them will be summarized.

X CONCLUSIONS L . T,
(1) The measures that the international community may at any given
time adopt for the regulation of activities in space in the interest of.«
international peace and security need to be considered, and fromtime to
time reevaluated, in the light of measures takento control armamentsin
general and progressively to effectuate disarmament.
() Those measures néed dlsd to be considered and from time to time
- reevaluated, in the light of ongoing developments-in science and

technplogy. - o :

() The interest of international peace and security would not be served
by a total-prohil\ition of military activities in space."
{4) The use of reconnaissance and observation satellités — for
. photography, clectronicxmonitoring, infrared sensing, or other modes

. 42 . \
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of reconnaissance and observation — should continue to be récognized
as perxmssxble and indeed construcnve, whether the useis for clvxllan or

military purposes. .
(5 Similarly, the use of* satelhtes for commumcatlons, nawgauon,

geodesy, and other practical applications of space technology should -

contmue to be recognized-as permissible and constructfve whether the
use is for civilian or military purposes. .
(6) Thic use of n;anned or unmanned spacecraft to mspect satellltes in
_space should be’ recognized as permissible.
' (B The present mterpatlonally agreed proHhibition on the stationing of
weapons of mass destruction in orbit, on celestial bodies or elsewhere in
space should be extended-to inélude all weapons. ' <
(8) There should be an internationally agreed p;olnbmon on any
" activities, including testing, that interfere with, Jmpalghe functioning
* of, damage, or destroy satellites in space regardless of their
nationality.*
(9 The right of a state to destroy in space its own satelhte by means
carried on board that satellite sho,uld be recogmzed subject to two
conditions:
(a) that the action be’ undentaken onlyin mmumstanccs such that it
. will hot interfere with, 1mpa1r the functioning’of, damage, or
*y . destroy another satellite in space, regardless of the nauonahty
- ’e of .the latter* and
j (y) ‘that advance notice be given internationally by any state under-
4., . -taking such action.
“{10) ‘The right of a state to retrieve its own satellite in space— including
‘the turn to carth of such a satellite — sh0uld be specifically
1
( The obllganons of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty" should
continued in force and should bé expanded as mdlcated in pomts{ )
through (10) above. -

T3
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*' Two members of the groupdissentin part from th} conclusion for reasons outlined in the discussion *

, below,

"Tmt on Principles Governing the Activities of Smes n theExplonuon Use of Outer S
lutﬂn; the Moon and Other Celestxal Bodxes (196 l?d P‘“

.
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v DISCUSSION B

.Framework of Analyels . .

N

. As discussion developed, the gmup evolved a framework of analysxsas
follows:

(1) Recommendations likely to be useful would be Timited “in
applleabxllty to the uses of space in peacetime. Thus our

' .
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tecommendahons do not change and indeed assume the contmumg
appheauon of general rules of international law, including thosg
2 relatlm,tq mdmdual ang collective self-defense as reflected i in Amcle_
- 81 of.the U.N. Charter.

. (2) Inour dlscussmns we attempted to employ objective criteria —-and
~to avoid subjecuve state-of-mind concepts such as “peaceful” or
“aggressive” »— in order to state distinctions that would be relatively
depcndable in practice and less likely ta be subject to disagreement on
- their meanmg and application. _
3) Given the present state of arms control arrangements — themselves '
based on the'concept of stability of mutual deterrence — we concluded
that decisions on outer space actmues astheygrelate to the maintenance
of international peace and security, should similarly promote this
stability and ought not to undermine it, Iff follows that decisions on
control of outer space -activities will ne¢d reexamination as new
developmenfs occur m arms control and di sarmament. ’
. (4) The nature of space technology issuch that the span of time between
a conjectured use of space and the concrete reality of such use may be
relauvely short. For that reason measuresfor the regulatron of activities
in space need to be considered, and from time to time reevaluated, inthe
light of ongoing developments in technology. For that same reason the
group confined its considerations to uses conceivable from, the
~ perspective of present technological knowledge. _,

o) Theé U.S.. government’s decision to have separate military and

Civilian space programs”has been and remains valuable from the...

political point of ‘view. Having a separate civilian program has
facilitated international cooperation in spage activities. At the same
time' the group recogmzed that a distinction between civilian and. -
military activities is not useful as a means of deciding which uges of «
space ought to be permitted or, indeed, which uses of space tehd to,
promote a regime: of peace.
- (6) At the present time, the interest of mtematxonal peace and security
. would not be served by a total prohibition of military activities in space.
Some uses definitely military in character — such as satellite
observatxon techniques recognized as “national means of verification”
:;Enomtor the SALT I agreements — are clearly desirable. It was noted
the present Outer Space Treaty does not mclude abanon mlhtary
actlvmes in space.

. .

Reconnaissance and observation satellites. — for photography,
electronic monjtoring, and thermal and near-inf?red sensing— should
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conunue to be recogmzed as permxssxble and indeed construetive, ...
_'whether they be employed for civilign or mlhtary purposes. In-this area
. We -noted. many preserit_and potential uses hkely to promote
) mtetnatxonal peace and security and to benefit social and economic
o devclopment in a number of countries. Satellites with photographic
_capabilities currently monitor near- and long—term troop and weapons
_ "deployment, assist in geodesy and. map drawing and provide the
eapabmty for Tong-term weather prediction. Neap-infrared satellites
., assist_the location and measurement of earth resources and th .
e ment of crop damage from mxgratory pests. Thermal sensing
atelhtes now form the basis of early warmng missile defense systems.
. onic’ momtotﬂg sdtellites monitor many types of commun-
mthns on earth as well as between earth and satellites, and between |
\ satelhtes, and collect data on radiation, radar, etc. N
. Similarly, the use _of satellites for communications, and for
.- navigation should continue to be recognized as pernlissible and
constructwe ‘Current or presently planned navigation satellites-assist in .
_the guidance and traffic control of Both civilian and military ships and
aircraft. .Communications relay satellites: provide the capability for
te!ephomc communications and live telecasts around the globe as well
AT as for direct television transmissions to individual receivers. .
' Allof these activities are sometimes militaryin nature. Howcvcr,-the
. group believes that a prolubmon of such military activities is neither
. feasible nor desirable] It was noted that most uses of.space for these .,
purposes come about because space-related capabilities are either (1)
uniqiie or (2)’cost-cffective as compare with their earthbound
- counterparts. There is no reason to belicve that a ban on activities for
. which earth counterparts exist would act to protfte peace. As for that
small category of uses which might properly be termed unique, the
group. concluded that such uses are desirable as Pmtpotmg stability.

Inthe economic and sogial agea the long-term valuginherent in the °
development of remote sensing and communications capabilities was
frequently cited. The group discussed the*éurrent international |
problems associated with carth-resourcé-sensing satellites such as o
E /LANDSAT and direct broadcast satellites guch as ATS-6.'Tt
concluded that these problems can and will t with in a manner _ .
_consistent with the maintenance of 1ntemanona1 peace and security.

Spm Processing ahd Waste Dlspoul

~ "The*group discussed bnefly the questxons of “space processing,”

. manufacturing, and data p ing activities which may be undertaken
in space, and the duposal pace of terrestrial wastes. In spite of the
obvious advnntages to certain of these activities inherent in'the space
envxronmentw— a‘'natural vacuum, welghtleuncss, vast spaces —-
qucstxons obviously exist about the cost-cffectiveness of such activities.

" However, there is no evxdence that any such actmues that may be

.
-
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Jeai'ned out in the foreseeable future will have a destablhzmg effect. For
that reason'the group concluded that there i no occasionat this timeto
undertake iriternational regulation i in this area.

3
o

smlonlng of Weapom in Outer Space . -

The drafters of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty thought it desirable to
exclude space asa launching platf orrhfor weapons of mass destruction.

The stationing of such weapons in space is uneconomic and would be

detectable if undertaken on a scaje that would be significant.
In recognition of: the desirability of emphasizing peacefu]
cooperation in space and in order to avoid the conversion of space into

- another arena of military rivalry, the members of the group consider

that the prohibition on weapons of - mass,destructnon should now be
broadened'to include all weapons.

The group is aware that a problem exists'regarding the defimtxon of
“weapons.” For example, there would need to be e;(cluded from any
prohibition the means carried on board satellitcs for destruction in the
event of ‘malfunction. Similarly, the propulsion and other systems

aboard spacecraft have a potential for -causing destruction or

interference through unintentional explosion, high radiation, etc., and
this fact contributes to the definitional dnfficulty Assuming that such
definitional problems can be surmounted, a generahzed ban on
weapons in space would bea loglcal and desirable advance in the quest
for internatjonal peace and security. A

* One member of the group considered thatit would be inadvisable to

adopt newinternational obligations concerning space activities through:

the medmm of opening up and amending the Outer Space Treaty. He
thotight, in addition, that a ban on all weapons inspace would not have
significant value.

- ’

“Sateliite Interception

The major space-related problem that should be of present inter-
national concern is the potentxal advent of physxcal and electromag-
nefic means _of-intercepting and interfering with objects in orbit. It
appears t one or more of the superpowers is, or soon will be, testing
satellites/the purpose of which is to interfere -with, jmpair ‘the
functioping of, damage, or destroy other satellites in space. The group

_..» lso noted that the superpowers may be. engaged in the development of
- comparable earth-based caphbxlmes g

1t is our unanimous view that such activities are fundamentally

. destabilizing and call for international action. Our concern stems from

the fact that the development of capabilities by which one nation can
interfere with or destroy the satellites of anbther in space could openup
a new arena for the arms race and could lead to hostilities that might

-
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.. spread and escalate. The fact that such capabilities are in a very early
stage of development presents an opportunity to adopt a verifiable ban
.., . on the activities they would make feasible.’ .
5 Prompt action should, therefore bé®taken to secure an inter-
nDationally agreed prohibition on any activities — whether earth-based
.. or undertaken in space — including testing, that interfere with, impair
.+ the functioning of, damage, ot destroy satellites in space. \

e This- recommendation .is designed essentially to prevent the
development of capabilities for harming the satellites of another
country.:In order to do this, it is necessary to restrict the activities of a
state with respect to its own satellites.However, such restrictions should

_not preclude a state from exercising the function of electronic control of
its own satellites.

Two members of the group dissent in part from the recom-
mendation, considering that a state should not be subject to restrictions

. régarding actions that it might take in space with respect to its owil™
» o satellites, One of these members believes that a state should be

unfettered in its research, development and testing of techniques in this

. area. The other believes that a prohibition on interference by a natior”

with its own satellites, including impairment of the functioning of its

own satellites, infringes its sovereign rights. ‘
The members of the group distinguished from activity that should

. be prohibited the slight incidental interference with satellites of another

: . nation that may result from a satellite designed to inspect other objects

’ in orbit. The use of manngd or unmanned spacecraft to inspect other

satellites or objects in orbit should be recognized as permissible.
One means of damaging or destroying other satellites in space may
be by mearis of the fragmentation that results from the explosion of an
object in space. The testing of such explosive-type devices would be
prohibited under the rule suggested above. The group recognizes,

KA . however, the right of a state to destroy in space its own satellite by

.. means carried on board that satellite. The question therefore arisos how”
to devise a method by which to distinguish the permissible destruction
of a satellite by the nation of its registry from the prohibited testing of a
satellite-interception device. The group ‘believes that permissible
destruction may be successfully limited to its proper scope if (1)
undertaken only in circumstances such that it will not interfere with, -
impair the functioning of, damage, br destroy a?othcr“satellitc inspace,

. * regardless of the nationality of the latter satellite] and (2) advance notice

is given internationally by any state before it undertakes permissible

-

) destruction of a satellite.” ) . ,
>, The members of the group who dissent jn part from the prohibition
, on interference dissent also from this ry{n

- ommendation insofar as it
prohibits a state from takipg actions in space, with respéct to its own
satellites, having no adverse effects on the satellites of other nations. In

addition, one other member of the group considers that the phrase “on




board that satellite” contamed in point (9) is too restrictive of a statg’s
_sovereign right. to exercise: jurisdiction _ and contrdl over its ovm
«‘\.'_s‘atellltes; c :

" "7 The members.of the group recogmze at, if one state should violate
newly-assumed obligations not to interfere with, impair the functioning
of, damage, or destroy satellites in sp \ce, then other statesbound by the
same obligation would have the optjon to decide whether they were
relieved of corresponding obligagions. Thegroup is aware thateféation

. of a céntral international decision-making body tordeal with violations
lies a considerable distance in the future.

F'nally, all members of the group agreed that the right of a state to
<retrieve its own satellite in space and to return such satellite to earth
should be speclﬁcally recogmzed
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% | .WEAPONS
“LIMITATION _IN
' THE MIDDLE EAST

. THE POLITICALCONTEXT ¢
The group examined, at first, the internationaland regional polifical

environment within which a workable approach toarms control i the.

. Middle East must be conceived. It reyiewed within this contéxt the
possibility\of reducing the volume an
into the Middle East, and it includeg

* such concepts as the separation of fpreex,

gard tothe Arab-Isrieli area,

Sinat and Golan digqugxpcnt agreengnts in 1974 gnd W7
was general agreement that the primary. obstacles to ng’lscom
areéa were t6 be found in the motivatieng-of Scllers an

superpowers .in the Middle East

phistication of qrms"flowing_?‘:{%:_ e

thecreation and expansionof ;
demilitarized zones, and the thinikig oRyand linjting of forces along -
the front lines, all of which wese uded to gghd adyantage jn.%chingthe 3

inthe .

blyers:gfogress . | ¢
in arms cohtrolamong the Arab states ani Térael culd beexpecte only-+

by first ameliotating strategic poliy litary givalry between the™ ~
¢ Rppnomic rivalsy among the’ :

.WeStern powers, and by helping to dispel mutpal suspicioas amengthé

#)-

& o

regional powers and to strengthen the incentives to resort to political .+ * »
[

" - ipstead-of military measures in resolvin?sputes. ) g
- N /& ] ] . . .,
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" ' RNl %\,50 ; - L®
Q . . ‘f“‘“:: - D) : i :
. on ,(

13
-
.

I

L




> ¢ .o, e K ~

The ictiOnﬁ ‘of the superpowers, the group agreed, were motivated
'bngtate interests, althougti the members failed to reach a consensus on

Soviet Union, of those interests and how they are manifested.in the
Middle ‘East. Points of view ranged from the belief thst the Soviet
Union might on balance favor-a' valid settlement over hazardous
alternatives to a belief that it actively yought hegemony in the area.
Insofar as the United States was concerhed, however, the participants
shared the view that the recycling of pefrodollars, continu?g access to
- \Qil, the ‘concomitant question of sea.control, and the survival and

ity of Isracl were primary considerations. #hes last point
undeglined similar U.S. and Soviet objectives, i.c., the need to
demonstrate’the extent and steadfastness of support the protégés of
“each might expect. The chances for.an armns control agreement among
* the Western power§ was viewed as worth striving for, and indeed the

" ‘prospect in the near future.

* -Although no exact definition of stability emerged, it was generally

... .heldthatastablesystem rested on durable relationships, predictability

" "of political behavior, and acquiesence in agreed rules of the game, but
not necessarily, on the preservation of the status quo. The participants

generally held that the promoters of arms control in the Middle East

should seck as their goal,increased. stability. Stability, it was further

o or balance of power in a particular subregion. .
. Most members of the group subscribed to the view that political:
° progress in coping with the Arab-Isracli dispéite was a prerequisite to

arms control might be a valid — if no more than tacit— instrumentality

conceding that political progress was indispensable in the Arab-Israeli
' zone, noted that armsSupply as a practical matter is interwoven withthe

negotiating process and that we face an anomaly, since the United

States might well have to provide more, rather than fewer arms, and to
3 even more countries than now receive our hardware, in ordepto ensure
»- " continuing momentum in that process. Others conceded this point,
" especially in the context of developing deterrents to hostilities and"
. "> providing reliable and effective early’ warning, surveillance, and
., . Vverification capabilities under the nationai coritrol of the partics.
' . There was also general concurrence in the group that arms contrél
' orts in the Middle East should seek not only’to limit quantities and

limited-force zones and to adopt pther confjdence-building measures
- .such as prior notification of maneuvers and joint settlement of
" “secondary disputes. Several such measures haye already been .used
" #uccessfully in the Sinai and Golan Heights disengagerhent agreements

- the precise definition and identification, especially with respect to the

" minimalist ‘position in the group accepted this as the only hopeful -

agreed, could be achieved through developing either a preponderance

. workable arms limitations agreements, although a few thought-that

“for promoting the negotiating process. A number of participants, while , .

types of ‘weapons systems but also*to create demilitarized and/or

Jv
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-and considerable refinement of other techniques hasbeenrealized in the

- context of other weapons limitation negotiations: such as niutual and.
_balanced force reduction talks (MBFR). The group also perceived a
>  grown need for creative discourse on the question of Middle East arms
;. &ontrol flowing from thé mounting concern in Congressover the issue,
" and to the opportunities for the ‘control of U.S. arms sales afforded by

_ the new Congressional budgetary system. Congress has also recently

.. strengthened the)\zmter of the Arms Captrol and Disarmament ..
.- Agency (ACDANIN the arms transfer decision-making process. The,
time has arrived for néw ideas which can assist, ACDA and other

... agencies to weigh the risks inarms sales and to contribute to a balanced

7 teview. of security assistance. < T . o -

N N . [ - ¢ .
. " . ~ 4.’\ P . '

s T T THE ARAB-ISRAEL! ZONE

. Arms <control, it was generally held, without at fedst the tacit -

.. agreement of the’ parties to'thg Arab-Israeli conflict would not work,

. - »whether in the context of a comprghensive settlement or as the resultof -
> one. The goal of arms liggitation, it was further felt, should be stability *
_ in Arab-Isracli strategic jons. A comprehensive settlement, which

. by definition would yemové political, territorial and other grievances,
+.would erase the-incentive to military options. It should then become

. possible to build an arms supply policy based on the concepts of

' _event of renewed hostilities. There was some .disagreement on
<=~ particulars. Wishing to~avoid the difficulties, however; of trying to
" . - define offensiye versus defensive weapons, most participants believed
i  that selectivity in the types of arms made available to the parties might
provide a feastbié means of enhancing defensive, as against offensive,

" ‘capabilities. - .o : (
3 There was less agreement on the opporturities for progress in arms
. - tontral beforé a séftlement, and the forms such contrdl might take. One

-

T changesin the status quo, taminimize the chancesfor another war, or to
- - minimize the impact if one nevertheless gccurred. These suggestions

included U.S.-Soviet agreement: e e

+ — to linfit the prepligitioning of supplies in the potentially bellig-
erent states; . '

— to limit the stocks of spare parts made available to their protégés;

— toforego major resupply efforts if war is renewed; :

— to{agree in advance to seck a rapid ceasefire; .

— tg/shgre information on the possibility of war breaking out.

A rfamber of participants doubted the Soviet Union’s readiness to

and its failure to respond to earlier U.S. initiatives of this type. Many

re - 51
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defensive and early warning capabiljties and damage limitation'inthe _ ¢

..~ set’ of -suggestions pointed to a U,S.-Soviet understanding to limit * °

come to such anr agreement, citing it record in past Arab-Isracli wars .

+
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' it$ regional protegds. Indeed, many believed that the United States and
"the Soviet Union could agree onlyon avoidance of the most horrendous
outcome of a Middle ‘East war: a superpower nuclear confrontation.
-Another suggestion involved an attempt to gain prior agreement
with-the Soviet Union that' neither wé nor they would intervene

Others in the group felt, however, that this would bé impossible to
¢ achieve, inasmuch asfIsrael’s military capabilities made it doubtful thit
4%  in the foreseeable fifture it would need direét U.S. interyention. The
o sggeo0Vict Union was sten to be the only side expected to surrender an
* option. The U.S.-Soviet tradeoff in this proposal was thus felt to be too

~ . asymmetric for realization, ’

- F
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S sought other avenues of inquiry to advance the concept of weapons
limitations-by focusing the discussion on possible modes of weapons:
" -limitations in the context of a West Bank settlement. It was suggested
thata withdrawal from the West Bank palatable to Israel would require
an assurance against surprise attack-and terrorist harassment from the
returned. territory. "The group gierally endorsed the judgment that
“ . demilitarization of the West Bank, including a ban on the presence of
‘heavy artillery, armout, military aircraft and the infrastructure to
‘' support these clements, would be necessary. On the other hand, it tas
" agreed tifit whatever Arab government controlled that area would .
¥ - necessarily require sufficiently strong and mobile forces to maintain
¢ » internal security and stop terrorist action by individals or extra-state

L effectively’in’ sovereigh control of the territory.

. L]

THE PERSIAN GULF ZONE

. The question of arms supplies to the Persian Gulf area, most felt,
was bedeviled by the growing linkages between arms sales to Iran, on
“the one hand, and sales to potential participants in/the-Arab-Israeli
conflict on the other, as sales of particular weapons tb one whetted the,
appetites of others for.the same weapons. Limitation of arms exportsto
Iran; some.contended, was made even more difficult because of the
very real possibility that the United States might find itSelf at some
+ future date facing the neccssit{ of a direct military response to a Soviet
:~ > threat to oif supplies. The lack of base rights and.access routes in the
" Middle East generally, according to this view; pointed up the necessity
... Joranally in the area possessing the necessary infrastructure to accept
‘ :;% U.S, reinforcements. Others took a contrary position, arguing that the
“*7* Soviet Union recognized the energy-vulnerability of the Western allies
'in- the coming decade as tao great to allow for any direct Soviet

T i
\f‘ .
:

piitticipants argiied that the Soviet Union, and pefhaps the United'
* States as well, might find it impermissible to surrender major levérsover

militarily to aid a protege in danger of being defeatgd“ in a new'war. * °

. P
In view of these conceptual and practical difficulties, the group .

- clements, that in effect the government would have to becredibly and
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> ingerference with the sources “or routes of oil supply, and that the

.~ security plannersin Moscow have therefore probably ruled out resortto
"« guch af option. L L .
v The,_ group perceived a number of geopolitical factors arguing

- against any drastic_revision in current policies: Iran’s oil, which is’ >
unlikely to be withheld from market inan ¢mbargo, itslongborderand
past troubled relations with.the Soviet Union, and the impending final
withdrawal of Britain and France from their last footholdsin thearca at
Masirah and Jibuti. Regional security cooperation between Iran and .
Saudi Arabia was generally conceded to be a non-starter. ’
The potential dangers associated with a change of regime in Iran
also concerned many participants. It was thought, however, thateven if
..~ the regime were to change, the geopolitical constraints of oil markets,
- " the Soviet border, and Iranian-Russian relations would continue to .
.- influence future ‘policy. Iran’s essential postdre as a political entity,
-~ geccording to the prevailing estimate, would remain opposed to Soviet .
dominance and would include anjnclinationto cooperate with the more
_ distant superpower. = .
Despite these factors, however, the group concluded that some T
slowdown in the timing and. pace of deliveries to Iranwould besalutory < -
~ and desirable. This was based on the problems associated with the =+~
‘4 ' multiplying numbers of U.S. personnel and dependents in the country,
. . the advisability of delaying the transfer of new weapons systems until
after the removal of “the bugs,” the necessity for the Iranian armed
forced to assimilate the sophisticated weapons already provided, and
the desirability of reducing regional competition for sophisticated
weapons. © © ° . °
This focused the group's attention on the process of farmulating

U.S: arms transfer policy. The Executive Branch has tended to movein
one direction and the Congressin another. Most participats maintained
that the. main concern of Congress appeared to be not the level ofarms -~
sales per se, but rather the lack of appropriate-and timely procedures for
. Congressional review of and participation in decisions to sellarms. The % .

. Iranian experience undegscores this need. It is essential — COmkiQmen ~ T
- ally and substantively — that policy options be fully- debated and. "~
discussed between the two Branches. This is the only way, it was felt,
that a constnsus might be reached to achieve rational policy in &'
controversial and critical area of the world. ;

-
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o BUYER-SUPPLIER MOTIVATIONS

. Having discussed the backgrouid of arms salesto the Persian Gulf

. -and Arab-Israeli areas, the group turned its attention to the complex of
‘motivations of arms buyers and sellers, with special attention to the A

United States, for clues on how to proceed toward an arms control

po‘:‘cy‘ ’ ! . b ‘ ,\ B L s
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“~ 'States does indeed have arms transfer policies, which vary from country
to countiy in the Middle East. Though perhaps flawed in the execution,
these policies are nevertheless based in each case on logic or predicated

" “on defensible assumptions and related to reasonable goals. Thus arms

" powers which are.expected to help keep the peace in their regions with

. U.S. arms, but without the direct participation of U.S. fighting men.
“""*Bales- to Israel have been used to meet a basic commitment to that

country’s sefuri \

Jthreat and-as a means of keeping alive the slow-motion Arab-Isracli
. political negotiation process. Apart.from the merit, or lack thereofy of
N the.case made by the U.S. government for its arms sales policies, the
"('gr’oyir perceived that public and Congressional, confidence, was

prestnted. It was held that the U.S. policy for arms sales to Israel, for
example, was well-established and articulated, whereas this was not the
casein sales to the Gulf states. What the government needsto improve is
.~ ' the mode of explanation and justification of arms sales in terms of the
recipient and of the quantities made available. Lacking altérnative
sources of influence, the Soviet'Union was expected to continue to
depend on arms transfers as a primary foreign-policy tool.
) ““Complicating shis situation in which both the United States and the
*" . Soviet Uniof have clear and defensible, if arguable, reasons to continue
" . selling arms abroad is the asymmetry in weapons systems available to
recipient countries from their respective defense industries, Rarelydoes

- <comparable systemsware availablé for sale fo one superpower’s froteges
> in the face of real or imagined threats,arising from the acquisition of a
™ certain systém by a regional val.'For ple, the U.S. motives in-
""" ptoviding F-4 Phantom aircraft to I 1 appeared to he a desire to
- . make available a defensive system in compensation for the French.cut-
) off of the Mirage. The Soviet Union, lacking an aircraft comparable.to
" the F4,.responded with a massive infusion of sophisticated air defense
Jmissiles and ultimately Soviet tfoops to man_and maintain them,
.- probably encouraged by the Israeli use of F-4s in deep penetration
- bombing raids ito Egypt. The provision'of FROGsand S UDs’to the
Arabs probably resulted froma Soviet-Arab attempt to offsat the threat
- to population centers posed by the Israel Air Force, butitled:to Israel’s
acquisition of the LANCE surface-to-surface missile and demands for
*..the even more formidable PERSHING. It can be argued that infusion
- of large.numbers of Soviet air-defense troops probably raised Egyptian-
. Soviét personnel tensions and contributed to the expulsion of the Soviet
-« advisor$ and tecgucmns from Egypt in 1972. However, thi§ does not
. i ahdg the mXin point, that introduction of sophistjeated and
‘ ;la‘gmmetrical systems 'in a game of leapfrog often leads to

- .
i
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¥ ‘_: '_mé;_group'im that, &espite charges to the contrary, th; Uni@

sales to Iran‘are based on the Guam Doctrine of building up local -

y and survival in a situation of immediate and present

'+ adversely affected by the way in which policy was formulated and :

s

..it-happen, especially in the upper reaches of military technology, that _
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~s-»ﬁu§ﬁcipated, unpredictable, and unmanageable reactions which

become troublesome for the sellers and potentially dangerous to the
recipients. ' ' )

.. 'This point led thegroup to examine the experienee the United States
has had with major Middle East recipientsto determine which clements
of their respective programs are shased-and-wiich are unigue-and to

- seek lessons for the future. : -

e T 8

fan  , .. ) ‘ “ -

— The?e appears to have been a lack of adequate control
and direction within the Executive Branch.jp the imple-
mentation of what some felt otherwise might™s&ve been a
reasonable and -defensible program. This was complicated
by a complete lack of effort by the Administration to
£xp its policy to the Congress and to afford Capitol
Hill afy opportunity for review and assent to the pro-

.

— This program’ underwents.an unprecedented growth before

the rapid increase in oil revenues after 1973.

¢ — Inadequato control and discussioh of the program ‘Ied

to the United Stateg being locked into a situation character-
ized by an apparentf¥ unanticipated growth-of:a U.S. presence
_ which produces interperso 1 tensions between Americaps and
franians. Moreover, it has created a large body of ﬁ:gﬁal
hostages to unforeseen crises.\ . _
— Iranian desires for co-production ~have raised strategic
-and ecanomic issues which. have not been fully disclosed
_or evaluated.

Saudi Arabla ;

4 3
— A major concern is the issue of end’use of U.S. weapgnrmnd the
possibility of its re-transfer to other Arab states in‘more direct
confrontation with Isracl. & § -
— There is an intra-Arab aspect, oftén forgotten, ‘to the Saudi-

- rogram in that the Kitrgdom has reaPfears of Soviet-supplied

raq and the People’s Democratic Republic of *Yemen and
that its original decision in the early 1960s to begin to build a
modern military force came about in reaction to Egyptian
bombing raids against Saudi villages in connection with Egypt’s
intervention in the Yemeni civil war.

a

the A;abian Peninsula. |,

~
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— Also with respect to the Arab dimension, the Saudi program ’
- carties the scedsgf an arms race among the periphieral states of
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— The programs in both Saudi Arabia and Iran clearly underline
"hf linkages between oil and arms and the effects of beinglocked
into large arms-sales programs: we, or o ies, need their ojl,
they want our arms, they have the money to pay, and we need to
balance ‘our external payments, because of the deficits arisin
from the steep rises in oil prices; radical deceleration in thi

. process is difficult at best. ‘

— The bulk of the Saudi program consists of constructing a basic -
infrastructure including cantonment areas, family housing,
hospitals, mosques and the like, as well as ports, roads and air-
fields. Most of these projects have military and civilian utility,

The actual weaponry, so far, has been modest and reasonable.

— In carrying out its military and civilian development programs,
Saudi Arabia isconstructing a network of high value targets
which should make it relictant to risk their destruction asan .,
outcome of ill-advised military adventurism. .

~ The Isracli program must be viewed in the,:c;ntext of the *
ongoing evolution of Soviet arms supply relationshipse with
neighboring states and the politica} megotiating process, in
whiich the United States has provided afms as an inducement
to concessions on Israel’s part or withheld them as a threat.

—-Also involved in the foregoing process is a U.S.-Isracli

) dialogue on current and future military threat estimates, which °
underlines the fact that U.S. arms in Israel’s case are provided
in response to an immedjate problem and might be used in the
near term. . . . .

— Since 1973 there has been an inescapable link betweeh U.S.
security assistance relationshig‘ with Israel and oil: a pragram
perceived as °too generous by the Arabs might trigger
repercussions in oil markets, almost certainly in the event of
another Arab-Isracli'war. .

— The costs of the Israeli programs have escalated dramatically;
moreover, security assistance today in contrast to the-past is :
mostly in the form of grants. ' .

~— An in¢reasingly troublesome aspect of the Isracli program is
that Isracl is requesting items on the cutting edge- of tech-

", nology, whether in, complete systems, components or basic in-

- »formation and know-how; among Middle East countries it is
uniquely capable of using, exploiting, and building of that tech-

. nology to expand its domestic arms jndustry. This could
" result in a loss of U.S. leverage to, the extent-that Israel be- - .

-~ comes self-reliant in defense pi;bduction. It could also lead to

increasing Israeli arms exports, often in direct competition with .

.
.
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. - the United States and in markets, such as Latin America,
\ which raise difficulties for U.S. policy.

<

JorBian

— Jordan is the only Arab state in direet confrontatlon with-
Isracl that has depended primarily on the United States for its*
military needs; thus, the possibility of Jordan using U.S. arms
irf a future war with Israel must not be discounted.

. Eﬂyp' ' ) :

4o ©  — Although very little in the way of military sales has been.

made available to Egypt by the United States, the groupexpects
that we shall face in the very near future the necessity of respond- -
ing to an Egyptian request for a significant arms sales program.

—_ The group agreed that the handling of this request will be of the
® essence: it shduld be done slowly, deliberately, completely in the
open, with full dialogue between the Executive Branch, on’the
on¢ hand, and Congress and the public on the other. '

— Lessons learned, espccxally in the Iranian and Saudi cases,
sheuld be kept fully in mind and apphcd o

THE NUCLEAR QUESTION

The group noted that nuclear arms are a matter of grave concern, ,
. especlally with regard to Isracl and Iran. However, because of the

~complexity of the problem, the time avallable, and the fact that other
panels at this conference are addressing the issue, the group did not
examine. systematically the problem of nuclear &rms..

. cé'Ncwstous AND nscommxnons

, » There are gravc dangers associatéd with arms accumulatlon in the
iddle East. Most bf these problems would be eradlcated,by apolmcal
.settiément, and the greatest exertions should be made in tfte pugsuit of
_thiit goal. The group also concluded that there are onablé and
defensible rationales behind U.S. arms~transfer pohcnes in the M;ddle :
o Eut ~however dne might, find errors and anomaligs in
rd unplemematlon Ma; judged that arbitrary cut-offs, rpvqrsals,» and
" limits on arms-supp} programs do not answer the problem Rat f the

‘ Executive must, in developing suchsprograms, pay greater amslytic
attention than has been app%rent in the past to the benefits andthe risks o
of ‘particular lines of fransfer policy:and share much ‘more dcimlcd b
. information with the-Congress-than it has heretofore and sef. its
e -,cb%tmumg cooperatno% 3 ¢ .
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". Stronger efforts to orgamzé the pnnclpal supphers are needed. The

7 United States should take the lead certainly with its allies, but also with
the Soviet Union to explore steps, however limited, which may be taken
10 put a lid on at least some aspects of the Middle East arms races. The
group had sufficient hope for good results in such matters as cutting

g . back current and limiting future capabilities on the part of the recipienis
i ~ for counter-value attacks: no more surface-to-surface missiles, for
: example. Limits on weapons usable by terrorists;such asthe REDEYE
and STRELLA type of weapons might Y& a further feasible step The

. possibility might also be explored of imposing restrictions on recipients
whose past behavior suggests future irrésponsibility.
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I'am pleased to have an opportunity to discuss with you some of the
. most pressing problems of arms control as seen from a Congressional
point of view.— )
No group in America, that I am aware of, has done more over the
years than The Stanley Foundation to focus attention and concern on
this issue — which is really the issue of human survival. I am
particularly proud that The Stanley Foundation is located in my home
~ state — the'state I represerit in the Cofigress. They have done so Very
much xaluable work in the area ofgntemational order and world peace
that the ‘whole nation owes them a great debt in appreciatjon.
" My task tonight is to comment on the Congressional performance
on three key arms control issues this year: strategic arms, conventional
arms sales and nuclear proliferation.

."But befoge proceeding with my analysjs of each of these issues, allow
me to make the point that the U.S. posi):a: on many key matters of
arms control and proliferation, both irThe Executive Branch apd
Congtess, is full of incohsistencies. , .

. bur offitial policy is to seek a comprehensive test ban, but the
United States has never tabled a comprehensive test ban proposal inany
international forum. )

i - . S ]\»‘\
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.. ® We profess support of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and
the International Atomic Energy Agency, yet we scarcely quibblewhen
_South Africa refugg8ojoin the NPT inconnection with U.S. support of
its’ nuciear programs refuses to have international energy
- safeguards applied to itq pilot enrichment facility' o
e We embrace the' need to control proliferation of nuclear -
., explosive devices, while both we and the Soviet Union accept peaceful
nuclear explogions, which most experts believe cannot be distinguished
from nuclear weapons tests. - : oot -
. “e'We insist on the netd for reduéing the numbers of nuclear
- warheads, and negotiate*with the Soviet Union a MIRV (multiple
‘independently targetable reentry vehicle) understanding which isabove

the current levels for both nations.

RATEGIC ARMS CONTROL: SALT ~

“nil. “The reason is not hard to identify. Throughout most of this
. Congress, the strategic arms control debate has been dominated by the
_expectation that the administration would press ahead in the
implementation of the November 1974 Vladivostok agreement — to
" convert this understanding “in principle” into a concrete strategic arms
R -treaty. - . N
.. - Theurgency-of this is apparent. In October of 1977 — next yeat™—.
-~ the'interim Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) agreement signed
. . *inMoscow in 1972 will expire. The interim agreement was never viewed
.as wholly satisfactory, for it did little more than provide fora five-year
restriction on strategic offensive missile launcher déployments —
including . Jand-based ICBM and SLBM launchers — pending
o negotiaﬁorﬁs the Foreign Relations Committee report put it, “of mote
3.7+ complete limitations on strategic offensive arms.” st
. Nonetheless, deficient 'as the interim agreement. was, it was
intégrally linkedwith the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, whichin
my judgment was the most important arms control step ever taken.'As .
five years of negotiations demonstrate, struggling to control just
_ strategic offensive arsenals alone has proved almost insurmountable;
imagine what it would be like if we had toincludean ABM capability in
the equation. * . . ’ ) .
In recognition of themency of furth'er,,gsgptailed negotiations, the
adminitration kept assuring Congress that thére was progress in
, claborating on the Viadivostok agreements. Twice Secretary of State:
Henry Kissinger traveled to-Moscow, hoping for a breakthraugh. Both
times he failed, probably as'much because of the climate jnrWashington
%, asin Moscow. , ! W TL T e ‘
.- Again, not wanting to intﬁde on the details of Kissinger’s hahdling
of th[e negotiations (and perhaps in the tacit awareness ywhe had

— .

. This is an arealin which the Congrcssionaf_'input has been virtually .

.
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3 cncugh tioubles’ on SA‘LT without ys being on his back), we in
, Congress were extremely reluctant about getting involved. In fact, the
_ two major Congressional initiatives were supportive. Senator Cranston
y 2 introduced S. Con' Res. 69, which greeted the Vladivostok negotia-
tions, urging only that-the Secretary subsequently aim for twenty
) _peroent overall reduction. o
. InMarch, Senators Kennedy, Javitsand Humphreymtroduced ~1
was a co-sponsor — the other major Congressional effort tq spur the
Vladivostok tafks. The resolution was primarily an effort to show — at
a time wher the negotiations were ev:dently gomg slowly — strong,
bipartisan Senate support for a constructive position on SALT. The
resolution, however, tned to go further. We urged the President to seek
agreement Wlth the Soviets to ban fhght tesﬁng and deployment of air-
launched cruise m;ssﬂcm% range in excess of 2,500 kilometers, and
the flight tcstmg or deployment by either country of land- or sea-
launched cruise missiles having ranges in excess of 600 kilometers.
F'nally, we proposed a moratorium on flight testing all long-range
ctuise missiles until we could negotiate further.

This proposal was not greeted favorably by the adxmmstranon,
despite its clearly supportive intent.” U.S. Arms Control and °
Disarmament Agency Director Fred Ikle took the opportunity of a.
press conference to criticize at lcnght the 600km limit.

I'am prepared to concede that it is extremely difficult for Congress,
t‘ackmg the expertise available to the administration, to formulate
" technical negotiating positions. Congress is better prepared to review .
the results of Executive Branch efforts. In this case, I would fault the .
administration for not provid )pg the Congrcss with a strategic arms .
policy that it can review.

If the administration gets senous about a new agreement, I hope.
care will be taken to avoid a last-minute negonatmg crunch — such as

. was the case with the 1972 agreement. The ensuing disputes over so- -
called loopholes and violations have ‘'served g obscure the gams of .
"SALT I and placed strategic arms hmxtatmn :m Jcopardy ‘

1"

'r\ CONVENT IONAL -ARMS TRANSFERS -

The final days of this Congress were marked by a sudden conccm A
"with the sales of U.S. weapons abroad. The dnsttess which I, and many °
of my colleagues, had regularly expressed over ‘the role of the United-"

' ‘States as the ‘world’s number one arms dalesmanywas suddenly
?Hstahzed by proposals to sell a further $6.1 jzlhon arms package to,
eleven countries — mostly in the Middle East; "

As I said in discussing this issue on the fjoor, tlIe.Congrcssxonal
. handling of this package has not been part@ularly 1mpresswc
started late and accomphshed little. -

v
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" " The Congressional dilemma comes into perspective clearly when
you look at the growth of the arms trade. An estimated $20 billion
.. worth of conventional arms was sold, or in a few cases, given away last
> year. And the Usited States led the way. Since 1967, foreign militafy - =~
%,  sales and militapy assistance grants alone climbed from $1 billionto a -
. 1975 level of over $10 billion.' That figure dropped just a bit to $8.6
"« billion in 1976. . e T S .

In rebent weeks, however, it has become clear that the trénd is again
towards new record levels. In the two months following the President’s
July signature on the Arms Export Control Act, the administration
propose sales totalling nearly $7 billion. It became evident why the - 3
administration had fought the $9 billion sales ceiling in the original
version of the bill: they intend to sell substantially more than that $9
billion this year. ‘ oL
" The $6.1 billion sales probosal package which came up just before
5%, adjournment dramatically emphasized the problems in Congressional
¢+ " _monitoring of the traffic: N T

® It was clear that the agministration had put Cpng.l-ess into the

. position of having to act on proposed sales before it had provided
. =, the policy framework within which the judgment should really be
taken.- : ‘ . .
.. 8 It was clear that the current machinery, in which Congress is
brought into the act only after the sales ar¢ in effect promised by the
“Pentagon, places an intolerable burden on the Congress. This atein -
* the game Congress can'reject sales only at the risk of creating a
possibly serious diplomatic ihcident. ‘ ‘
e It was clear that the arms impact statements to the Congress,
appended to the requests for authorization or appropriation for
< certain progrgms, were lamentably inadequate. According to law | |
* they are supposed to be complete, analytical, and deal with the .
‘impact of the program on_arms cofitrol policy and negotiations.
After reviewing eleven of the most recent statements attached to
letterkqf offer to sell weapons, the Foreign Relaipns Committee
, sent aetter to Secretary of Defense DonaldZRumsfeld stating
. simply: “The statements provided do not comply.With the law and
- gy 2T unacceptable.” We asked resubmission if each'of the cases under
7 _.Under the ciréumstances, I think it’s fair to yay that the $6.1 billion
proposed package startjed and shocked mjany membefs of the Congress
" — particularly because there wads a strong hint that’ft}ﬁ Iranians would
. be back for more F-16s (they wanted 300; got 160)and intended to |
- purchase 250 of the F-18s, a plane not yet even, test:flown. -
: "Under thecircumstances, I-could réadily understand Senator ¢
: Nelson’s reaction; he simply introduced resolutions of disapproval for :
the entire lot. In practice the committee became persuaded that such a
P . - ‘s .
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. blanket rejection would create too many dlplomatxc problems Inany -
. case, I argued thatthic only way we could possibly be consistent withall
that we’d been preaching on arms transfer policy during'this Congress
would be to reject — if only as a delaying measure — the Persian Gulf
portion of the sale, on the grounds that this was the clearest example
where policy guidance — long promised by the administration — was
lagking. ° .

A majority-of my colleagufes felt that even this sort of general, area-
wide decision would unjustifiably irritate our Persian Gulf fnends But
the record of the debate will show that there is an enormous concern
ng members of the committee over these arms sales. One after.
an ier, Senators Humphrey, Church, McGovern, and Javits rose to -
- express their profound concern. We had to yield to pressures of
. diplomacy in ultimately not blocking the sales in this package, but the
Foreign Relations Committee is already on-record that it will not .
approve any more sales to the Persian Gulfuntll the Presndent laysouta
* .. coherent pollcy framework. N

What do we mean with our insistence on a policy framework‘7

® We need long-term prOJeﬁtlons of ,the political relations

between the recipient nation and its nclghbors i.e., the nature of the

. govemments their intentions, likely evglution, and what are the
prospects these weapons could be used against us — or our allies?

® We need information on which to evaluate the economic
impact of proposed sales. As orfe committee witness put it, have no

. 1llusnons for these recipient countries it is always a “guns or butter

v issue.” " . .

-

® We need wund to judge the social impact of the arms
* program, How wilithe emergence of an educated and sophisticated
! ’ rmhwry elite impact on the social and political structure?

® We need a far better insight into the role private U.S.
companies play in stimulating a demand.

® We could use further information regarding the nvglry
between the U.S. military services, particularly the Air Force and
" Navy, in competing for sales. "

* ® Finally, and this is enormously important, we need to know
more aboult the-“back-end” implementation aspects of arms sales.
What is our involvement after the contract: is signed — in

\procurement finance, logistics, maintenance, training? For
example, estimates are that when all the current projects with Iran

.~ get underway, there will be up to 60,000 Americans — technicians
with families — in Iran. That’s about the number of military

pcrsonnd we had in Vietnam in mid-l9§\%. .
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. ., .~ .NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION -
*7..:, Senator Waiter Mondale put the problem cogently-in a recent o
", $peech on this subject: “Our entire effort to tontrol the strategic afms

% " race and ta limit the:potentiai for nuclear confrontation growing out of
regional conflicts fought with converitionalarms, could be completely
.- undercut by the proliferation of nucledr weapons nations.” There is, he

. went on, “an alarming danger that the number of nuglear powers will
increase to the point that the possibility of nuclear war changes from
- whether to when,” . b

Perhap'sthc most significant achievement of the Congress this year
in this regard was.an amendment to the Foreign Assistance Actof 1961.
Senator Stuart Symington’s amendment denies U.S. economic and
_ military assistance to any nation importing reprocessing equipment,
. materials or_technology, unless the importing nation agrees to apply
international safeguards to all of its nuclear activities and to make a
_ sincere effort to placdany enrichment or reprocessing activitits under
“ ~multilateral auspices and management. This was good. ' )

" However, I think it is unfortunately indicative of our relationship
with the Executive Branch that it offered no positive input, and fought
the maggure all the way-— cven toan appearance inthe final conference
between the'two foreign relations committees. Every Executive Branch
effort was directed toward gutting or killing thé legislation. Ironically,
when the gmendment became law, the Executive Branch embraced it -
for use i discussions with Pakistan. 7 '

For the ultimate in lack of cooperation between the Executive and
Congress in these matters, however, I'd like to share with yoy some of
the experiences surrounding our effort to put this year’s auclear export
control bill into law. : e a3 “

This bill, S. 1439, was intended to spell out a policy on nuclear
weapons proliferation for the United States, arid to impose immediate
restrictions on U.S. nuclear exports as well as establish tougher .
. safeguard criteria in negotiations with other suppliers. Surely, it seems
to me} though one could quibble with details er approaches, the overail
objectlves of this legislation merited the hi#¥st degree of cooperation
by the Executive. Instead, all we got was obstructionism. '

The bill wasintroduced on April 15, 1975, and re-written extensively
during the following thirteen months — with the Exeeutive Branch
resisting all the way. The bill was referred to the Committee on F reign
Relations and the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy./ Both®
committees asked to hear from the Secretary of State on the bill. This
was a logical request in that one of the prime objectives of the bill isto
give the State Department the leading role in negotiating agreements
. for nuclear cooperation, reducing the authority of the Energy Research

. and Development Administration (ERDA), which tended to issue
licenses more on technical than policy grounds. The Joint Committee
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on Atomlc Energy never heard the Secretary. He was not available to

. appear "beforg the Foreign' Relations Committee until after the

_ committee had been forced, because of the legislative deadline, to act.

In )hccoume ‘of the consideration of the bill, Senator Pastore, the

* _chairman of the Joint Committee on AAtomic Energy, asked that the

sitive compromxsc However, the ﬁxecuuve Branch representatives
came with specnﬁc instructions not to negotiate anything. When the
committee had nearly finished work on the bill, tie Executive Branch
decided to taje a belated look at non-proliferation’ policy, so they
organized a study group. That group has now finished its deliberations;
however, the Executxve Branch has not provided this report to the
Congress.

Clearly dunngmost of the process of Congre(’onal consideration
R of S. 1439, the Executive' Branch ¢id_not/desire to have & bill at ail.
g wardtheend the Executive Branch detfded totry.to work forabillit
) _#4tould live with and presumably exploit during the campaign. As a
_+. result, ERDA sent a letter‘to the Joint Committee on August 13
requesting certain changes in the bill. Virtually all of those changes —
suggested by the agency the bill was supposed to regulate — were

-

¢ destroyed the efféct of the bill.
There were last minute efforts to reconcile dxfferenccs bctween the
Senate and the ERDA-irfluenced Housé version. They were doomed to

Branch.

S. 1439 was pot'a perfect bill. It could have been a gfgnificant
achievement had the’Executive-Branch been willing to cGoperate 'with
the Congress in achieving a bill which would allow the United (States to
remain a reliable supplier while insisting upon solid an
controls to prevent the spread’ of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, the
Executive Branch was not. willing to go that‘}

S, 1439 are here tonight. I would like them to knaw that I did not raise
these pdjnts to put us at loggerficads. Instead, I hope we can all see this
.as, dn xample of how not to handle such a vital problemt. Non-
prohf fation and other arms control matters have captured “the
. attention of the Amencan publig. We must act — but we must act

together. :
\Poe _ . I

2 . . .
. - Le
CONCAVSION
AV There are & number of legislative issues to be faced in each of these
Ay catexoncs jn the new year: . ~ ] ;

ittee staffs meet with the Executive Branch and try to work outa -

1ﬁcO rated in the bill-as reported to the House These changes would

failure, largely bccause of thc@rolongcd intransigence of the Executive

an °
I know that some of the Executive Branch ofﬁmo worked on’ y

»
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I the area. of stratefic nuclear weapons, We must support eve
initiative to prevent the expiration of the interjm SALT agreement.
Were that agreement to lapse, the pressures for a new found of weapon
‘construction would be enormbus — there would be no stopping B-1, the
MX missile; and the cruise missile would become a vast fourth force to
be added to the triad; ‘ .
> Equally ominous, are the voices calling for an abrogation of the
ABM Tredty-if the interim SALT agreement ¢xpites.
But while ‘I strongly Support the thrust of the, Vladivostok
. agreement, I have no*ilusion that any new accord, even if carefully
-“Tegotiated to avoid verification loopholes, will really put a big dent in
the arms race. A ceiling of 2,400 strategic ballistic missiles and bombers
;. and asubceiling of 1,320 MIR Vsis really nota painful constriction. The
. United States can still build to over 15,000 nuclear warheads; the
Soviets.will shortly equal this capability.
. “Therefore it is imperative that gny new agreement arising from t\xe

. 'Vladivostok accords incorporate the lowest negotiable ceilings in
delivery vehicles and MIRVs — and not mierely confirm the

‘Vladivostok levels. At the same time we must strive for further

congtraints on technological advances by restricting replacement rates

Qn weapons, or the npmbers and Kinds of flight tests. .

In conventional arm$ transfer policy, Congress must take a new

look at the oversight machinery. Provisions must be made for bringing
", Congress into the sales policy at a much earlier stage 4o allow time for
-~ reflection, and rejection if necessary. Most of all, the Executive must

“provide us with Wpelicy, a framework within which we are to judge its
actions and intentions. . : i

I might ngte here thatin the closing days of the Congress, theddmin-

* istrgtion — after a delay of a year — responded toa réquest by Senator
John Culvgr and 102 other members of Congress, including myself,
urging an international conference of major arms-producing nations to
seek a ratiohal approach to arms sales. The reply, from Secretary

.Kissinger, termed global arrangements “politically unfeasible” and
regional controls “very difficultand perhapsimpossible to negotiate.” It

* argues that any progressatall would have to be achieved through “quiet
diplomatie ex;:hangcs" rather than the %full glare of international
publicity.” ¢

In nuclear proliferation, the most important thing is to stimulate

international awareness of the dangers of the current trend. It took 30

years after Hiroshima for the number of nuclear weapon states to grow

from one to six, or possibly seven, if you include Israel. But the way

things are going, we will soon see many more nations atquire nuclear .
* weapons. I would not pretend that the United States, and the Soviet

Union and the othér nations which possess nuclear weapons are wiser or

.more careful in their handling of nuclear weaponsthan others might be.

. : \ oL e
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Butcthey have atleast worked out a fairly stablc if uneasy, relationship

- &wgth one another. As nuclear weapons spread, the possibility ‘of

; hmbml;x war must necessarily spread. While I believe that the United
States andthe Soviét Union and other present nuclear powers mustdoa

“better ]obggagonuomng véitical proliferation — the constant building
of new weaponry — I believe that nuclear war, if it comes, will result

~ from horizontal proliferation — the spread of nuclear weapons among

“ many nations,— which appgars imminent.

; We should readdress the issue of a comprehenslvc ban on nuclear °

explosions. The Threshold Test Ban Treaty and Peaceful Nuclear

{ Explosion Treaty, on which we have been asked td gtve advice and

] conscnt do not appear to be a particularly impréssive step in that
’dlrectxon Some rumbhngs from the Soviets indicate that they are-
wﬂlmg/io discuss the issue of on-site inspection u] -a comprehensive ban.

/ Every.cffort should be made to ferret out their intentions. -

"  What strikés nte, reflecting on what’ we've just covered is the

primary, the overwhelmmg, necessnty of creating the will for arms

control among both suppliers and recipients. Both must recogmze that

arms ‘control is in no jvay the converse of national security. Arms

controls, as much as weapons construction, must be recognized as the

foundation of national security. Arms proliferation, nuclear or con- *

ventional, must be grasped as the path of insecurity and instability.

® To stem the strategic nuclear arms race, we must concentrate

largely on the superpowers; !

- @ To head off conventional arms raccs, we must convmce

. suppliers and rccnplents of the dangers; - . ~

¢ To counter proliferation, we must create a chmate in which

the non-nuclear weapon states see clear national security -

advantages in avoidance of nuclear weapons. A

This will not come about as the result of unilateral action or

proposals by a small group of nations, It must ultimately betheresultof .

efforts by the majority. But much as it ulumately requiresinternational

support; it is also my conviction that there is every reason for the United

States to take the lead. The message can besimple: ina'word, thearms .

race is destructive of our own security, and that of other fiations. I -

- stiggest_that we focus more energy on how to achieve arms control,

rather than on excuses why we haven’t yet aclneved significant progress.

24
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Why do we need an Arms Control and Dnsarmamentf Agency? Why
. not have the State Department, the Pentagon, and the E ergy Research
"7 and °Development Administration (ERDA) form an’ inter-agency
- committes (or ten mter-agency committees) to cocrdinate 'U.S. arms ’
> control policy. - k
I would summarize the answer with two arguments We need a
scparate organization-as & catalyst to keep~sound grms ‘control ideas
moving, to nudge other.agengcies to seize opportumtles when they arise.
, We must also haye a separate orgammtxon as & conscience, a
: (bureaucraneally independent conscience, working for the long-term
. interest of controlling and reducing 4rms. The conscierce thus ensures
‘ " that short-term tactical concerns do not crowd the broader national
and mdeed‘ iritermational interests, in soynd arms control .
g »

" After 50 years, we obtamed ratification of the Geneva Protocol,
which prohibits gas warfare. In the carlier decades, ratification was
opposed by those who thaught the Protocol was too restrictive. More
.recently the ranﬁcatxon; as integpreted by the Executive Branch, was
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opposed by those who thoughtit was not restrictive enough But at least
there was a convergence of left and right to make it possible to sccure

. gatification. Still it required carefully &egotlated compromise bétween

the concerns of the Senate Foreigm Relations: Commmce and the
Pentagon.

We got the Protocol to the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty .

a sham, in that the United States has no intention of building a second-
ABM site in Washmgton, as pernntted by the initial A Treaty of
1972.But imagine that you read in;some column that théré were
indications the Soviets were building a second ABM site. I thirk tha¢’
wolld be very disturbing. It makes sense to obtain limitations precisely
when those limitations are easxly agreed to by the main two adyersarles,
ACDA also played a catalyst role ifi the ratification of the Biological
Weapons Convention. That ratification was not entirely without risk.
This was not only the first arms control agreement, but also the first
disarmament agreement, which was not wnﬁable in the sense that we
understand ratification. .

Let me turn-to another illustration of ACDA’s rol¢ as eatalygt
Many of you will recall the issue of mini-nukes — the small nuclegr
arms that ‘would blur the distinction between nuclear and conventional
arms because their effetts in battle could not be distinguished from a
conventional weapon, without speclal instrumentation. Throughout
the 1960s and the early 1970s there were technocrats who aMMt
the United States should ‘start building mini-nukes. But thé majority
view in Washington was that the ‘firebreak’ ought to be maintained, if
not strengthened. ACDA-took advantage of this, perhaps temporary,
consensus and obtained an official U.S. government statement op the
record to the effect that we would nat erode the distinction or ‘firebreak’
between convenuonal and nuclear arms. R

ACDA A CONSCléNCE

negonated and ratifjed. Some people say this'was ummpiﬂam oreven
M

Amms control can ‘only thrive on truth, It cannot succeed thh:
.muddled thinking, half-truths, and the suppression of facts. The

requirement of honesty and clarity of purpose may be greater for arms
contro} thari‘for gertain other parts of forelgn and national secunty
po}xcy because of: i
1) the continuing interaction of conﬂxct and cooperation between
other nations and this country; -
2) the long time span, measured in decades, during which arms
. vontrol arrangements must remain viable; - . -
3) the abstract nature of and almost total iack of real tests-of
validity of the rationale for arms control arrangements.

', ence, | believe ACDA’s other role must be that of a
. bur&wrn

tically independent conscience. For example, some time ago
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eganén the SALT I ncgouano \twasthop ‘

céntral.abjec 'vg he fu yerabili pf the Min4
forbé Tlnsﬁotlon wag:eflech d b aé&l
. public discussions. ARalysis’ s,oon, owed, however, that giveh the

uild-np in the Soviet’ wcap“ons programs, on the one hand, #id. the#

statistial and real physical ¥ uncertainties regarding vulnerability, on

M the otller, it would nos be possible to make an honest claim tEa’t any
%likely SALT I agreefient Would d§ $omething gmf cant abgm the ¢

ws"ﬂ

“villnerability of the Minuteman force. ACDA’s analysis provi th¢§ 3
chnﬁeauon of this point, which waseventually acoepted by alizThus, ; ;
bmuse of our indepéiidence we were in a better yosmon to focus on ; .
_many other valid objectives of the SALT II negonauons, ngélal:i of; :
ggnumgafalseobjeguve ® ¢ Z; 23
2% A more recent example from SALT uivolved the 600-k1§)meter
Za (gvmmue) limit on ¢ruise missiles and the question of its venﬁa”blhty if
#sts. above such limits were prohibited. (The 600.kilometer Eumbera' -

; figures in certain Soviet propositions regarding SALT IE) Last; . ~
° February some Senators proposed“ to glraft constructive res lutlons )
which would also contain the misconception that the 370-mile tist limit, -
‘on cruise missiles wduld make that range limit verifiable. . ¢ ..
. Inorderto ' maintain standards of truthfulness, we could npt cover
% the fact that this notion was in error. I realize that many peqple who

osely Ydentify thémselves 'with "arms control objectivs and /

developments felt disappointed about the situation. But I ask myself ,

,one question: if we had tried to cover up, would we have nsked a muck’ . -

bigger problem? L think so. For if this fact is not recognjzediit could | -
‘Gontaminate the - SALT agreemcnt anq lead to an undermining of @

general public confidence which is so important. We have seenhow the
debat&over SALT I about the quéstion of violations had a oorroswe s

L » meffect ‘That debate has now subsided.

**"" ACDA has also been involved with the quesnon of econdmlc ,
2 w‘ benefits of peaceful nuclear explosives. This notion of economic
. benefits has béert a threat to a comprehensive test ban, & d even a
. e'ﬂn’t:shold test ban, and has been harmful to non-proliferation, since
R being used as an argument to begin a weapons test program» wnhour ,
‘ adnnttxng it .
We m ACDA had.two independent aglalyses Sone regarding-
© cgeonigmic benefits. The studies showed thasgjich benefits were indeed
doubtiul. This was.a welcome finding with respect to arms; control;
'+ however, some bureaucrats wanted to suppress this finding.’ .
2 The uncertainty of the world-wide backlash effect of: massive
. nuclearattack, peclally the question of effects on the ezone layef,saw
. -, another covpr-up attempt.
! 7 . Another question of conscience enters into the debate pn ‘strategic
, doctrine. One or two years ago there was considerable dlgcussxon about




' changes m U S. " ‘teg‘ic e.in all tlns strategxc lys1 the
question of" rality'was sca ‘ACDA s°ught to a

.- - broader perﬁecnve fhto theid

.

.

. Too maay people hav »lést the S@Se of proportlon as to what is ;
needed and“what is” mora{ly justified to deter nuclear aggresslom To

have effecnve deterrente we need not guarantee to kill millions of
innocent peqj)le, people whocould never influencea dec1s1on we wxsh to
deter. Rathef, for fundamenta} morality we should not rig our.forces to
cause mass killings, totally unjnecessary killings, in any nuc[ear r. if
the war n caysed bya cident, what wouid be the sense of fuch
retaliation. We should never lock ourioroes infoa postut:e.malcmg us
the first to yse nuclear weapons agam%t cities. - k? 3
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Nuclear Proliferation is anarea where both the catalystrole andthe
conscience role of ACDA come into play The two combine to make .
ACDA a st;:ong\aﬁd effective advocdté. The cengral problem is that

£
2

[

. nuclear techinology,can serve both destrucnve and peaceful ends, and} ';

to the greatest extent poss1ble we have to separate these two. Itis hardly
surprising given thgs intermingling that our ways of dea,llrgng with the
nuclear presence on earth has pulled ug in two inconsistent directions °
over the last 20 years. We havé tried iy one means and thgn anotherto "
reconcile this dithotomy. Now, at lasf, over the past two years we have ¢
*worked out a consistent pohcy on the export of reactors and nuclear
fuels, on cooperation with otherw exportmg countnes, and on,
internationa] safeguards. )
, Let me*inentiéh some specifics. Tl}e present administratios’ fully
recogmzes, as have prevxous administrations, the 1mportance of our’

" alliance commitments in restraining the spreadd of the bomb. Wé have™

made special efforts to strengthen these alliance commitments: con-
trols on aur, exports of dangerousl nuclear matetials and sehsitive”
technology have been tightened;  more efficient  procedures for
separatmg the exports that must be stopped from those that we want to’
permit haye been developed; and more rigorous standards on
agreements governing such exports Fand agreements for'cooperation”
have been established. ACDA is deeply involved in all of this. There has:
been set up in Washmgton a so-called backstopping committee dealmg
with these export questions in the'area which was once the:province of a’
single agency, the Atomic Energy Cdémmission. ACDA now chairs thig
committee; which also includes the State Departmen ﬂd the Energy
Research and Development Administration (ERDA). .
To improve physical security, we have developed new protective

devices at home, secured a new intérnational comprehenslon of the
risks, and improved cooperation with prmcipal supplier-nations. A set
of guidelines has been agreed to that impose.common standards on
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. nuclear expgr’t\s. course, thqr}e is room for imprpvement. Wewant t

e
PSS

-]

go further,”™ \ )% i

VY

. ACDA, fo the’ﬁrst time,iis now involved in all these decisions on -
nuclear exports. ACDA has been successful in pushing for specific |
measures such &s stopping the &xport of certain reprocessing plants or

»

§

3
)

achieving the return of certain fuel. There has been criticism that these

steps in the non-proliferation area fall far short of our ideal. We know
‘full well that er efforts have to be made. However, we have made
more progress.jn this area in the last two years than has been madein the

last 20. ACD&, I would claim, has been ge central advocate in this -
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The Stanley Foundation
.'Ttlwe Stanléy Foundatiéﬁf encourages study, research, and

education in the field of forgign relations, contributing to secure
peace with freedom and Jjustice. Emphasis is given to activities

. V3 }.w ’ 5 '
The STRATEGY FOR PEACE con _ERENCé explores urgqant
~foreign policy concerns.of the United Blates. It attracts individuals
-from a wide spectrum of opinion andjpelief who exchange ideas
and recommend actionghd, policies. 7 v

' ¥

*. The CONFERENCE ON THE UNITED NATIONS OF THE

sider problems and prospects of the United Nations. Its reportrec-

ommends changes and steps considered

next ten years. % * ‘N ‘
v

The CONFERENCE ON UNITED NATIONS PROGEPUHES is
concerned with Jorganizational an 4 procedural reform of the
- United Nations. articipants come largely fromthe United Nations
Secretariat and various Misgioris to thé United Nations.\, -
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OCCASIONAL PAPERS are policy-poriented essays
e_ither‘!!onogrning improvement agdgjevelopmént of international
organization more adequdte to manage intergational crises and °f.
global change, or dealing with “specific topieal studies of U.S.

" foreign policy. e - o

VANTAGE CONFERENCES arg designedito anticifats and
evaluate in-depth developing issues'relating tolY. $. foreign palicy
and ir_nernatmnal organization. e r i

‘ _ The Stanley Foundation, as asprivate operating foundation
i the Tax Reform Act of’;}%g. is not a grant
_The Foundatfon welcomes contributions to |
Contributions are deductable for income tax

THE‘STANLEY:FOUNDATION
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